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REMP
Open House: 6:00 pm - 7:00 pm

Public Meetings: 7:00 pm - 9:45 pm

The signatories to the Tri-Parry Agreement sponsored five public meetings between
, . ,,,,,.....-_ ..•.. _..^.f :..

-- -------1 OVe7Y1bEr aand-NOVer^ibEP-fb;-fYY^ to ic..^civ..c comment On [ EQraTC LenegOUatCO

=z ' Agreement that governs much of Hanford's cleanup. Three meetings were held in

3vashington State(Ftich!and,-S-poicane and Seati!e) and two in Oregon (Portland and

= Hood-P.iver'); they began at-7:pE pm a.n.d conc!uded by about 9:45 pm. Each meeting was

tc^ immediately preceded by an hour-long Open House.

Meeting Purnnse

These public meetings on the draft renegotiated Agreement were the third round of

meetiags in these locations sponsored by the three parties. The first set was in May

1993, prior to the beginning of the formal negotiations. The second round of meetings

was in August, 1993, when the negotiations were well-underway but before they were

conciiidcd.

The November series of open houses/public meetings had three purposes:
. To provide opportunities for citizens to gather information and talk with agency

representatives about both the draft Tri-Partv Agreement and the Hanford Advisory

Roard

• To update interested citizens on the resu!ts of the Tri-Pariy Agreement negotiations
process, especially with regard to public values identified at previous meetings and
through the Hanford Tank Waste Task Force process; and

i To prOVide ti;e-pc;b!ic with an opportunity to ask questions and make comments.

Meeting Format
The format for all five meetings was similar.

^per ^ouses: Separate discussion areas were set up for those who wanted to learn more

about and discuss the Tri-Party Agreement and for those who wanted to learn more about
the site-specific advisory board that is being created at Hanford, tentatively called the
Hanford Advisory Board. Nomination forms for individuals to serve on the Board were

available.

Public Meetings: The meetings began with a welcome, an agenda review, and a brief

overview of the key features of the draft Agreement. The overview was provided by one
of the lead negotiators for the three parties. It was explained that the formal comment
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ner;ndfor thedrat ^e_reemc-nt breesn on October 18 and wotrld-close-orrDecetiti,er I.
1993. At the-end of the comment period, the negotiators would review the transcripts
€rorrtalt-the-meetisrgsas weit-as-written eomments-sent-in-and-determine-if-the-draft

Agrq¢ment should be revised. It was expected that a final Agreement would be signed in

Ja1111Q1Y, 197Y.

^ . .... .........^. ,,,,. ^ u.ucs and iocai
go0tbr;ments were given an opportunity to present a brief commentary on the draft
Agreement. A 30-minute question and answer session followed. A panel was convened

Y PR

^

to respond to questions from the audience; the panel consisted of the lead negotiators for

the thsee_parties_and 3-4 members of the Hanford Tank Waste Task Force. Following the

------fit3esho9i and-answei'SE°,sSion, t̂iiterested citizens were invited to make fonnal comments
for the record. Those representing organizations were given up to 7 minutes to comment;
individuals, up to 3 minutes. In a few cases, the comments involved interaction with the

lead negotiators. After all of those wanting to comment had been heard, the meetings "
aiijuurned.

Summaries of Each Meetine
itse-summary for each of the five 1-1leeungs indicates the date and location of the
meeting, the negotiators who attended (the person giving the overview of the draft

----A-greetnent-ls--in-bM_ldtinr)-t4"ameSl7f-thU5eY7ffering-tomtnentaiy on the A^enient,v r-i. ..._ . _..

and the names of those who participated in the question and answer panel. The two

__-lneetingsin_t3regonaiso_indicatewhofrom iheOxegonHanford_'r`vasteLBoard_we.icbmed

paincipants. Inis informauon is foiiowed by summaries of

• Commentaries that were offered on the draft Agreement,

• Questions and responses from the question and answer period, and
• Formal comments.`

^^ • ll T

The pnltlo.nle of these summaries is to publicly provide highlights of the public meetings.
Because they are summaries; not everything that was said is included. In addition to
these r:ee^ing sulnaries, the^e witt be official transcripts of each meetin^.

`_ihe-spellin$9flhenames-of those speakingtluring the meeting have been checked against the sign-in
sheets for the respective meetings. In some cases, the spelling could not be verified because the names

---- - ..:.. WE :y,pe::r an the sign-in sheets.
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Negotiators: Jim Bauer (USDOE), Roger Stanley (Ecology), and Doug Sherwood
(EPA)
Commentaries: Todd Martin (Hanford Education Action League) and Gerald Pollet

(speaking on behalf of the following public interest groups: Heart of America
Northwest, Columbia River United, Washington Physicians for Social
Responsibility, Hanford Watch, the Washington Environmental Council, and the
Government Accountability Project)

Panelists for the iluestion and Answer Session: Jim Bauer, Roger Staniey, Doug
° Sherwood: Sandi Strawn, Benton County Commissioner; Gordon Rogers,

Hanford Family and the Tri-Cities Technical Council; Todd Martin (Hanford
Education Action League); and, Gerald Pollet (Heart of America Northwest).

Meeting Facilitator: Alinda Page
Approximate attendance: 125

Commentaries

Todd Martin, Hanford Education Action League or HEAL, indicated that his group liked
----- -- -- -- -- ------ the-d.raft-A.g.*eement and-co.n.sidered-ita "good . cn"nA . h"tincomPlete plan" for how to...... ........

ret?ieve tank waste and get the waste into a stable form. HEAL's major concern was the
fact that the milestones in the draft Agreement are largely in the years past the turn of the
century. HEAL feels that near-term checkpoints are needed to ensure that USDOE
makes progress and that these checkpoints should be developed and put into the

- -- -- - ---AorPPmrnto..,.,....,....

^eraid r"oiier (speaicing for the foiiowing public interest groups: Heart of America
Northwest, Columbia River United, Physicians for Social Responsibility, Hanford
Watch, the Washington Environmental Council, and the Government Accountability
Project) said that those he represented expected the public to look at this draft Agreement
and say ihat it-is an approach the entire region can get behind. It deals with the single-
shell tanks where the big problems are, and it eliminates grout as a waste form in favor of
glass. Because regional consensus now appears to be possible, he said that the
political/funding equation had changed and that the agencies should request funding to
enable the high-level vitrification plant to begin construction at the same time that the

..--.flw=leve. Viuiif.auon piai,i Coi,$ u'a.uon ge'w" underway.

The public interr.st groups support the fact that the draft Agreement emphasizes
protection of the Columbia River, but they feel that a strategy is needed that focuses on
identifying-and cleaning up the hazardous and radioactive contamination that is found on
the shorelines and the islands.
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Question (Larry Pemberthy, Pemberthy Electromelt): Why is there a 10-year delay
before-the highdeve I was te, .or even t1 AV l V̂,.1.._,e.,oll n\VOHJO,VP , n

V,n V
V
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Y
Aa^^,

l{ 1-\1Y \ \\\ VVµ\\ with?

Response (R6Qer-Stanle s When-thenegotiaLo.^.s henan arnnt was planneb. d for- y) b..,
=disposingoflttw_-1ev^^t-waste.- T'-he-design for_klaeiigh-ievel waste vi\ificarion pla_nt was

----- inrnmplete. L^uring the course of the negotiations, when it became clear that public
opinion was opposetl to grout; the negotiators reconsidered their-initiai approach. With

fviini „̀'-- - gr4ttkela iTaated3 utherwastc ^d to-ber.onsidered. The State's primary concern
was the factthat the single-sheii tanks are failing and the waste needs to be retrieved as

^ s soon as possible and put into a more stable waste form. The low-level vitrification plant
will deal with 90% of the single-shell tank waste.

x-..=J

^*1

ResDonse(Gerald Pollet)_ Grout was le-ss theissue than funding. With the new regional
-=^ ccrnsensus-on the cleanup, he thought that opponents of the vit^f-tinn plµ:^t would find

a smaller audience, If the political equation changed, he speculated that it might be
possible to speed things up.

Response (Todd Martin): If the question is, "can this be done quicker?" the answer,

techrically, is that it could be. However, HEAL feels that the schedule is realisdc. At
the_same time,_HEAL wants interim checkpoints to ensure progress is being made.
HEAL_a'.so-wantsto keep-possible-providers-in the irtformatiottloopand if it ^u<i^s out
these providers have answers about how to do the work, they should be able to be in on
it.

Response: (Gordon Rogers): Much of the obstacle is bureaucratic. He reflected that his
:: : :. :

--- -- ---- ------otaer-cutr.xe ttad its-pr^,,k^,,,P,,^^, ,,°, eut tt was great for speed. While the new culture is,,
slower, the public is m\ore fully informed about what is going on. He said that the 3

__---_parties-seemed to be working constructively to reduce the time required to make progress
and that they deserved support.

Resppn.TefRoger Siaatley):-In responsc to the issue-of-nore neu-terin milestones, the
, . . . , . _ . ^ ..
trree parues=stresttea with trewb,ote issue-ot-irutestones. The I989 Agreement had a lot
of milestones. USDOE, in this renegotiated package, wanted very few. The parties have
tried-to develop an approach to drivewoik efiiciently without being overly inflexible.
There are }h etiforceable milestones for the Tattle Waste- Remediation-System. 'Iltere is
also-a-process to review-how-that-System is-chang3ng year by yea.t- Where decisionssre
critical, USDOE has agreed to make the milestones enforceable. In response to the
rgquest for a_strategy to protect the Columbia River, the parties have agreed to shift the
focus_of the cleanup to the River, including the K Basins and the reactors along the
River- _Thepartiesexgect this new focus will continue to coalesce into that strategy.

\...k^...............r. Paov d



Cotnment (veralaPoileir rtsirategywould have a goai, such as, "in 3 years, there
would be no risk to anyone using the River shorelines." The same approach could be
developed for groundwater contamination.

Response (Doug Sherwood): There is a groundwater strategy. It is difficult to put the
strategy into a change package the day the draft Tri-Party Agreement is signed.
However, the three parties are working on it now and will ask for additional input on a
more cohesive strategy.

Comment (Roger Staniey): Along with the new low-level waste fonn, a broad set of
initiatives has been added for tank safety issues and tank farm upgrades, They are now
milestones.

t -̂- Question (Ed Fredenberg): In the existing Tri-Party Agreement there is language thata^<
ties milestones to the submittal of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

r^ . (SEIS). In the proposed draft there is no tie to the NEPA process. Is it intended to
follow the NEPA process, and if so, will USDOE submit more than one alternative? If
nnt ^ghatistherati,n.nalebehindn..n.tli$in d iVHPfA %

,,.^,^....
^y.,...

Response (Jim Bauer): An SEIS is being planned and the Notice of Intent is currently
being prepared. If different alternatives for addressing tank waste emerge , we would
have to renegotiate theTri-Party Agreement. The Department willabide by the NEPA
process.

Response (Roger Stanley): One of the dynamics that the parties wrestle with is ensuring
----- ------- -------- ude(luate-environmeidal-review'-wl'iile gettiilg clea.n.ti^y ,.6'ork done. There is a desire not to

duplicate work and to be as efficient as possible

Qi:estion (r Wmr Pemherthy, Pemberthy Electromelt): What are the budgets for Hanford
in FY 93 and FY 94?

--- Response (Jim_Bauer): The-overall Hanford budget for Fy 93 is $1.6 billion; for FY 94,
it-is-$2-billion.

Response(C;erald Poilet): I"he cleanup budget wiii rise far less than was expected in the

Five-Year Plan. Clearly Congress has removed several hundred million dollars because

the vitrification plant will not be constructed as scheduled. The unspent dollars went not
to cleanup but to reduce the federal deficit.

Comment (i,eraid Poilet): ine less preireatment; the lower the cost. The Hanford Tank
IVuste Task Force pnt forth as a value to drop the-10410 c-anisters of high;evei waste as a
goal, but it feeis iike this goal has not been totally scrubbed.

Comment (Larry Pemberthy): This is a basic fallacy. The idea of Yucca Mountain is a
drear t: It will naFhappen. The schame isSo costly, ehert is no way the-waste wiii go to
Yucca, so the waste should be put into glass for shallow burial.

tankN.tm+t+o^mta Page 5



Question (John Swanson): What makes critics think enough is known about how to
address tank waste that it is possible to design an effective treatment and vitrification
olant nnw?

Response (Todd Martin): The new Tri-Party Agreement assumes minimal pretreatment
and most of the technology needed is pretty well-developed. As far as characterization is
concerned, there is not yet adequatetechnology, which is why delay is appropriate. But

--- there need-to be assurances that LtcnnE is daing that pre-work so the vitrification can
get underway in 2002.

Comment (Sandi J'trawn): What we are all saying is that we want to see the Tri-Party
' L _ 1 . 1 _1 . . . 1 1;^greelni?nt woric on }le low levec wastc,^ett^ng un Wiin it in ine oest. most economical

to
L _ f •

o n
1.• 1. 1.. .1 ^-way, but al w oe worxing on mgn-Ievei waste, making progress on both

simultaneously This is why it is important to have frequent periodic checks, not just
annnaOy: Use-exisUng iechnoingy and keep working on what we do not know.

C`Y"

-- ^^--- ------- ---- Question (Rnan xeele): Several million dollars were spent on the grout program, and
-__ ---'^°-_'"------ ----- ---- nowwe-kfiow it'Nfili never he operated. How can we assure that we will not have a_.^

:. sini lar failure in future?

Resrcnae^Roger Stanlry*)-_ Syst-ei*:&-foc--accoutttab ai;,a.^ ,,;uch s.:,ater. tne Hanford
Advisory Board will keep an eye on progress. There is a far better system of reporting
o^^^s to regvlatars: The ageneies stia e this eoneem where yeais of p

_1---:-- -- L-r^ ei l:nung go uy

the board.

-- - - Response (Doug Sh„erwnod):The volu.tnein-the-single-shell tanks woeld have led to
more than 200 grout vaults; the grout program was not desianed for that volume.
Charting a new course was both appropriate and timely.

-=^Juestton (Wamer Blyckert): Tlte govetnment has snent a I-.nt ofof m. .r aney trying to-- - - •
elifflu-inate iiuuid in the tanks and_stabilize the-wiaste,-Lttheresome ohje_ction to leaving
the waste in place or solidifying it in place?

Response (Todd Martin): Legally, usuuE has to assume high-level waste will go to
Yucca .^.^..^.;;.n.t.^.:.n. and ;;l•nn fnr;.

Response (Gerald Pollet): The question of leaving the single-shell tank waste in place
met a lot of public resistance in the mid 1980s. it is one thing if it is not possible to get
the waste out, but if there is a way and a safe form for stabilizing it, it is prudent to do so.
utherwise, Hanford becomes a high-level waste dump.

WMsW„rwmig Page 0



Formal Comments

James Cochran, Dean, Washington state University at the Tri-Cities: The purpose of the

Hanford Advisory f3oaid is to provide informed advice. There is a serious flaw in the

Keyst3ne Report; the academic com^„unity is not but should have been included. The

Savannah River Advisory Group is further along than Hanford's and it includes 3

academics: The Wash,ington State Legisltiture in 1911 tnir] wct_I to p„t tobether a

science%technology center to enable scientific input into the Hanford cleanup. The

Hanford Summit also focused on education. The participation of the educational
corpmunity on the Hanfnrrl Advisory Rn:irrt should be reconsidered.

Larry Pemberthy (Pemberthy Electromelt): There is a lot of sentiment that too much

money is being spent at Hanford with too few results. (He referenced newspaper articles,

the GAO Report from Spring 1993, and a recent quote by William Reilly, former

Adriunistrator of EPA, indicating that the technology is not available to make progress.)
Hanfordmust-shAwthaLsomethingisbeing-done.-Ihave been in the vitrification field
for many years; my company built a furnace in 1981 in West Valley. Hanford has about

300,000 tones of waste to be vitrified. My industry is already making 16,000 tons of
glass. Industry can get the job done if the laboratories will get out of the way.

Leon Swenson, licensed professional engineer with 30 years of experience in the nuclear

-fi?ldand a residetztcloseao-thesite inRichland: The dra.ftTri-P:,ny Agm.e.ment does
have positive features, i.e., a recognition of the need to treat the waste as a whole rather
than as separate capital projects addressing safety, characterization and retrieval

sequentially. However, there are also concerns:. It seems the decision to give up on
grout was due to political rhetoric rather than to a sound technical rationale. There is too
much focus on retrievability of the low-level waste. The potential for leachability of
waste from the grout vaults is overblown. Additionally, the decision to delay the high-

levei vitrification plant should be acknowledged to be driven by funding, not technical
difficulties. Finally, there's a concern about the nation's will to continue funding the
Hanford cleanup. If there is a delay in the cleanup, it may send a message to Congress
that the cleanup is not important. We have the technology and a talented staff; we need
clear direction and funding to let the cleanup happen.

John Swanson: Two major concerns. One is the poor technical basis for the high-level
vitrification plant. The design for the facility may be completed before characterization
is far enough along; this should not happen. The wording of the milestones is a problem:
what is said and what is unsaid, resulting in ambiguities. It is doubtful that any
"understandines" outside the document will hold up later.

Ed Fredenberg: (Responding to Todd Martin's statements relative to the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act requiring USDOE to plan for Yucca Mountain for high-level waste). The

- Defense Waste EiS looked at a number of alternatives. In the Final EIS, USDOE said
me Nuciear Policy Act did not require retrieval of all the waste.

Yage %



- - -- --- -- - --- - = Uereld Pat!et -qpca.kiztaf8, He?Y of A_trterica: - The rer,egotiation o€-th^ Tti-Party

Agreement represents a tuming point in terms of public input and regional consensus on

tank waste cleanup and a strategy for protection of the C:oiunmtiia River. The region can

now unite behind retrieval of the waste, tank safety and a strategy for getting on with
^' -ciea^irig ^^ thefiigft=ievei portiSn. ^ t nis was not possible as iong as the grout program

and the small-sized high-level vitrification plant were cornerstones of the project.

The negotiators are to be applauded for protecting the River, Heart of America would

like an independent, comprehensive survey of all the shorelines and islands to identify

contamination, A commitment is needed to cleanup the islands and outfall pipes on an

-accelerated scheduie. There shovld be signs w•aming the public of hazards currently

there. Reducing the level of contamination at the River is needed, by cleaning up the

Crihs and K-Rasin.

Tne environmentai restoration portion of Hanford's budget should be increased. It is not

_acceptabie tn,av rh^-rnrhl;c c^annotbe protected because of a lack of money or because of
..__ _„urdc ^i^^ t^dcr^ ^ •^ F nally. there must be no repeat of the grout vault6: SSi4 YY6L S`_.-- _

. .
^ .. ,.

^tuatiott_Lrraiice if therer
i
s, I-Iinfnrrl will not get a_nother chance.

P.:.

Y2

0.; 'I'he-T-a-PrLrtq Agreement must be enforeable. Nothing has been added to the draft
Agreement to make it more enforceable, which is contrary to Sec. O'Leary's commitment

tisaCtfteAgreemer[twovld'oe mon enforceabie.

Todd Martin, Hanford Education Action League: It is understandable if there is

alnbiguityin the drafiAgreement because of the speed of putting it together. However,
in the final Agrreemer.t, it should be clear-that USDOE-willbe held to what it has agreed

too. HEAL would Iike to see the K-Basin issue resoived sooner than 20002 envisaged in

- - , , _ - -- -- ... , .-
the draft Elgreement. 'l^he Prt' or t'lutonium Finishing Pl ant is a hot

,
Issue. The new'I'n-

Party At;^eementestablis hes a process for the shutdown of old facilities. The N Reactor

is slated to be a pilot proiecr Heal would like for PrP to be another pilot project.

-HEAL agrees with Mr. Pollet's remarks about the need for enforceability. While there is

progress, 113H is an important issue. The public needs to know that USDOE will be
held accountable if it does not clean up.

NEPA can be a tool to delay cleanup. The old Agreement was haphazard in its approach

-- ---- ------ -- -- socleanup_-USDOE-and t-he-regulators-have-talcena more systematir-; sound approach. It
would be good to address NEPA the same way. It would be good to identify where
NEPA is needed and vital to a successful and healthy cleanup. Thanks to the negotiators
for canceling the grout program and for listening. We are optimistic.

--Samie ftanger: The renegrniaiedAgreementisnotisased on agoodfirmtechnicai basis.
Specific issues are as follows:
• The permitting strategy for pretreatment and low-level waste is incomplete.

--- --- --- - There-isRC^rsiennotrof how the 3tate Envu°oru^^entai Poiicy Act (SEPA) will be
eari sfieri

r,nk\s^ovmte Page 8



• Double-shell and single-shell tank characterization milestones violate NEPA;

characterization may not focus on retrieval only since USDOE does not have a

Record of Decision concerning retrieval of single-shell tank waste. A retrieval only

approach commits resources and would preclude an in situ alternative and would

-commiC iPretrtevably to-aretrlevai alte titati'v e.

- • Renegotiated strategy for ancillary equipment and soils is unnecessary. I do not buy

the reclassification, which will cement the removal of the ancillary equipment, only
to have it buried someplace else.

. Finally, the words surrounding the closure options do not give comfort. Ecology and

PA will cansider cost, but nothinF in RCRA ever cqnsiders cost.

Eric Hoppe: It is good to hear that grout has been abandoned; it was an unproven

,technology. It is imperative that future decisions be based on good scientific basis and

on risk assessments. Grout was an example of a program that was unilateral, without a

firm scientific foundation. Characterization issues are not resolved and there is also the
4Z, issue of tank farm worker exposure. Sampling methods have not been validated which

---- , ma-ves characterization problematic. There should be an integrated technical panel, not

independent technical boards. There is a need for continuity on site. There are a lot of

c' concerned scientists at Hanford who want to have more input into the cleanup.

Matt Haus: Like academics, local consulting tirms are also omitted from membership on

the Hanford Advisory Board, but they bring a lot of expertise and should be considered

for inclusion.

Jim Knight: (He referenced a handout entitled, "Features of the Negotiated Tri-Party

Agreement -- October 13, 1993.) The negotiators are to be commended for the amount
of work they have done. Someone now wants an EIS on PFP, which makes it look like
"get on with it" is just for show. The 4 grout vaults are 4 black holes; it was unlikely
they would leak. The chances of shipping off-site are very remote; whatever is done will
need a place to store the waste on site forever. As far as protection of the Hanford Reach

___ goes, a risk assessment should be done of the impacts_if it were to be cleaned up versus
leaving it alone. Cleanup may cause serious environmental impacts. Does "interim
storage" mean that it is dealt with a second time? As far as the value to "protect public
and worker health and safety," he felt that workers know the hazards because they deal
with it daily. What does it mean to "protect the Columbia River?" He felt that the
handout had many errors.

Larry Pemberthy: The Cost and Management Efficiency Initiative indicates that USDOE
will openly solicit technologies. USDOE can use standard ones; new ones are not

--- -- --- needed= Technologtex extst; theyj- ust tteed to be used. He expiPCCP,t

u
hope t^ u•t new

_ openness, responsiveness and accountability will take effect. vJ v

S,ncP-tt,em were no-otriers-who wanted to offer-comments, the-metting adjourned at 8:40
pm

tank4^rtnnnvrnte ____ PwP.9
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------ --- -- - - - -- -----!?ateand-Location: 1Monday,Navember-15.1393rSheratott-Hotel,Spokane, Wa,_shington

'^`egotiators Jim ;iauer (1JCSDnc) n.. g eti.,....,.,.,, IT tecoA), Roger Stanley1 . VL. LVU JIIGIWVVLL, VJl.aa

- -- - ------- ---- ---(Washington nent. nf F.r.ningy)

-rj.lcs•,- M ^:lan °2uben (I1rez-PPtre -T-ribe) -Todd-Mwrtin (Hanford Fd^^r.ationCotttment^
_ACtion_Leaguei; Cynthia Sarthou (Heart of America)

Panelists for the Question and Answer Session: Jim Bauer, Doug Sherwood, Roger

Stanley, Herman Reuben, Todd Martin, Cynthia Sarthou
Meeting Facilitator: Alinda Pa¢e

- ° n -
Approximate Attendance:

,.
^u

Commentaries

Herman Reuben: The Nez Perce tribe is involved with the tri-party negotiations because

--^- ---- ---- -- of thP issuesof Rsver-contanaination,gr-oundwaterrnntaninatian; and contamination of

-- r^- ;a^:d on the Hanford site. The contamination of these resources goes against the culture
^^- ^•and iraata.• on of the tribes that have a stake in the Hanford lands. We want to work with

Secretary O'Leary -- and the government is obligated to work with our tribe and the two
others involved, the Umatilla and the Yakima -- to reach agreement on cleanup. We

encourage_the public to be involved with us. Please write to our tribe with any questions,

^- ;f .•^•• want t: ^n^^• how to hecnme more involved.you ..-----.,1...,

Todd Martin: He mentioned the importance of having the public's questions and
comments addressed tonight. He said that two large facilitates are to be built for treating
waste:- vitrificauon v:-aflts for both-',ovr :evel and high level waste. But the bottom line
question is whether this will result in cleanup. -Tite^answer is ritay'oe. - h all depends on
the cublic:and ;he willingness ofthe reg;tlatcrs to r^,°^ to the public . The public needs..^.,,..
..to

make sure that DOE actually builds and runs the facilities. This will require great

resources and efforts on the part of the public. But DOE also needs to start working on
other new technologies immediately. If thexdon't, the Agreement will be a failure just

like the first one. The resources come from us and will result in a consensus that this is
the way to do cleanup. He urged the audience to tell their legislators and others that the
money should be focused on new technologies for effective cleanup.

` ^yntitia Sarfhau'-^ saidthatHe:utof America Northwest is pleased that the USDOE
.,. ,.tolved the publfc in the negouations. £;ouever her orgutization suli has problems- - ---- --- ....^

`.'.'
.L _ ♦ _

--i'-35{;-Sne-Hgrecment a S-tG a feSS_grnnn_uiafnr a n nuo-.•. ¢;Y.g3Cement:
r

contamination adequately. Second, the Agreement is not enforceable enough. Third,

provlStJnS rteed .£'t3e?nadE-fUTI'g.'-enStnainfnrm •̂ i;na 9nout the budget, because we are.. b .....,... ...,.. ;,,,
-- -- -- --- £oncemed that DOE will fail to obtain adeYaate flands for the £leY,nlap
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Question and Answer Session

Question (Leo Hinton): rm concerned about the impacts of radionuclides. Will the

waste that leaks into the ground become concentrated, create heat, and then create steam?

Can chromotography be used to treat these chemicals to prevent this from happening?

ResRonsv-(E<oger Stanley):-The-stabilizaYion gragrarrrthat's underway addresses the

leakage from single-shell tanks. There will also be a push for retrieval programs, where

we carr-aetually get the waste out-of the ta;,ks. DOE is also looking at the feasibility of

installing batrier systems. I don't know about chromotography.

Response (Harry Hatmon): Some of the radionuclides are trapped by-the soil and even

',0 though the water is moving, they tend to remain in a layer or an area. In a

chromotographic process, that is how things are separated. But I am not aware of any

cases where we have sufftcient concentrations to by creating a heating problem.
Or

Ques!ion (Heidi Lightfoot): Just how much waste are we talking about? How many

°t°• gallons are in each tank?
Q`.

Response: (Harry Harmon, Westinghouse-Hanford Company): There is about 25

n,;lt:nn gallons of high level waste in the double shell tanks, and there are 28 double shell

tanks. There are36 million gallons in the single shell tanks, and we have 149 single shell

tanks. : e number of cu::es; as I recall, tota}s260 millicn I10 ^^;'lion in the double

shell tanks and 150 million in the single-shell tanks.

Comment (Heidi Lightfoot): That's an overwhelming amount--best wishes to you!

Question: Have you had discussions with counterparts in other countries or other sites in

this country in determining how to do cleanup?

.:esponse (Harry Harmon): We have some technical experts here, and we have had
visitors from the former Soviet Union. Members of our staffs have also visited the

former Soviet sites.

Response (Don Woodrich, Westinghouse Hanford): At one of the Soviet sites they are

-- ----- ---------------- --proceediag-with-the-vitrification-facility;it has-been running for three or four years.
Vitrification is a very common technology that this country and some of the European

------- ------ -Conntrits-atc'pilrSnlrig:--At-other Sovietsites> their-practiees-haVe-been-very poor in the
past; they haven't come to grips with how to address that. We do have exchanges and we

are well aware of they are doing. We hope to learn from each other and exchange some

of that technology. Over the-last severai months we have had visitors from Russia every
month at Hanford. In April we had a week-long workshop on environmental restoration

a_d w^st° n'oage,,ent, and there were seven or eight Russian participants. In late

----- ----- ------ --- -September we-had-some here +"or a workshop on safety subjects. I'm not familiar with
what's happened at Savannah River, but we've met with some Savannah River people
when they were here.
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Re.cpnn.ce (Cynthia Sarthou): We had our Russian counterparts, activists, here this

summer. They informed us that the Russian equivalent of USDOE is worse than
. - .

airything hete and cauiioncu ^ii^. Wv wouldn't reaiiy want most of their technology. in
^ _:,:

fact; accoedtngto them, thetr vtutficatton ^acuû y. civiiiut w:u° :-•:be out melters, and

therefore fhcp are being bur{ed. -So everytime a e;elter-goes-Ladf-which-can occur every--- -
two ye•ais, they have to bury the facility and build new ones. So their waste program

appears to be far behind ours.

Response (Herman Reuben): Four of our staff members went to England to visit a site

there that has been using the vitrification process; they aredoing a report on what they

------ ---- -- ------saw-there: -For-morEdnforIl!atinnnlrncrrnntqrt nnr nffine,

f-r-' Question (Cyndi Green): What is the schedule for continued public involvement in

ovarcaai<x t1:.^J ..e`'tSt:nd^••s^ U^n1 n^o th^ pu
'
ons for the rtu

.
nu

.
nt

.
zan

.
on and/or.._--_ _•^- -- _ -^---=- - - _ -. ., ::uL^.^ ,::, o:b b.,......^.:^

elimination of strontium-90 into the Columbia?
^:T1

Response: This is outlined in our community relations plan that came out this summer.
m"`••: _ _ •• . • • ^ • . ,T^itlP'?hnnt t_ . c _

u- ----^:-- ------------------^a£tai10n;meFe-.S-5^3t-}le1{^t'J177?12=3i)tt=oRthe=bffCK .:..,•_-_..__. _'.rt-^. ttPw-,°'YLiZcRS rr
narnor

a

"_>t ^aFG - P process of nomtnatitig membe rs
"",. f... .w". ^n':"te i^i uia:. 1 iua group Will^^so^^oW

advise us on all ivnes of cleanun issues at the Hanford site. We've outlined several
-- --- -- --- -- , r -- _
opportunities for public involvement. At a minimum, we meet quarterly in Spokane to

seek your input.

Q_iee..^tz^in=(CyndiG3een); -::'-hat-are?he-diffP.tent opions-for-minimizing or eliminating

-tl5estPOrttlum-9G41iaTts seeping into the Rivcr?

-- Re_spnnse: Very shordy you are going to have an opportunity to comment on the cleanup

action for N Springs. As part of the settlement for a previous milestone dispute, the

USDOE agreed to submit an engineering evaluation cost analysis for an early remedial
ar.tinn ai the. N.Sn,;ngs site. :wo clear:up options are being considered; a pump and- - ---°-- -- ---- - , -r-

treat program, where you pump out the water and treat it for strontium-90, and

installation of a barrier to keep the water from flowing into the River.

-_Questicin: _HQw do we make USDOE accountable? How do we enforce this Agreement?

Is your strategy for enforceability really going to work?

° RFsp&'nS£ (Rogzr",ta" ey): r".t t:e ti:ii°c of the onginal Tri-Party Agreement, Congress

'tta{#t:oteiicc ua: s:.':wS cl:i: itt fdt;t, f5;ttfe t#3$ 531i5e-iy-pe5 oieniorc?nYnf ailFtin.^.hies

- - at federai facilities that they have in the private sector. Over the last year, the Federal

Facilities Compliance Act was passed. It gave the states and EPA stronger enforcement

---- ------ --- --_---Dowers: they-have!?een-incl_udedin-thr-Agree.mertt. So; if we have a situation where

J Ŝ DO^ `scfieauie;-the-statch as the abillty to isstte_orJiers_or_penalnes> andi ^IaTlsto-trieCla

this is in addition to our basic abilities to take USDOE to court. In addition, we have

streamlined our dispute resolution process, so we are expecting disputes to be resolved

much quicker than in the past. It will be tough. We are always fighting budget battles at



Hanford, and there is always a long list of technical issues to deal with. We are listening

to the public more effectively than in the past. I think that as a result of our public

involvement efforts, we can push USDOE and the regulators.

Response (Cynthia Sarthou): There's a lot of room for USDOE to not enforce this

Agreement, so I'm concerned too. State law calls for polluters to be fined $25,000 per

day, but in the Agreement, they only get fined $10,000 dollars per week. And USDOE is

prevented from being sued in this Agreement.

Response: (Jim Bauer): The Agreement is enforceable under CERCLA. Suits may be

one way to go, but if people work together in drafting an Agreement, you'll make more

progress. Fines can help to enforce the Agreement, but ultimately they don't help the

cleanup effort ..
^•,

Responcv (Cynthia Sa_rthnu): But the Tri-Party Agreement four years ago didn't work.

That's why you need stronger language on enforceability.

° Resoonse (Todd Martin): Accountability comes from an informed and active citizenry.

ti --US-DOE-produces€nancial-repor;s that the public has-access-to--these-are-a-great tool for

the public to see what USDOE is up to. Budget figures now can be reviewed by the

public to see where the money is going, and where the priorities are. These are valuable

tools for the ptihliC to use, and will create better accountability and enforceability. Public

consensus needs to occur in order for enforceability and accountability to happen.

Response (Herman Reuben): I don't think fines won't help the cleanup.

Yuestion: How does the USDOE fight for federal funds? What would happen if we

didn't get maney3nzinothing was done? Is there a report that describes what would

happen if nothing gets done?

Response (Jim Bauer): The federal budget itself is a finite item. As you know, there is

an effort to reduce federal spending and to reduce the deficit. Within that, each of the

agencies are allotted a certain amount of money. So to a ceifain extent, USDOE's

resources are finite, and we are going to be struggling with the budget process to make

sure that the needs of Hanford are included. We do not have plans to produce the type of

report you mentioned. I don't think it's ever been done, and it would be very difficult,

considering the lack of knowledge that there is about such things. We do have a year-
.. . ..

------- ----------------etittrepoli WhICnYdentTfieStlle-amoUnt of itloney-tilat-haS-been a^yprv^^yPat>°.d t0 an OI >

how that money was spent and what was accomplished. Part of the procedure that we

believe willhelp ensure that funding is available is to enter into legal Agreements where

we have commitments and therefore have to request the money to meet the

commitments. There is nothing that I know of in the plans to say if you don't do this,
somethine bad will hapoen. But with the leakage that is occunring, and has occurred in

the past, we can expect additional problems, and that is why we place a priority on trying

to remove the liquids from the tanks.
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Response (Cynthia Sarthou): We need to demonstrate that the money is being put to

good purpose, or else we will continue to lose the battle. We'll be in a better position to

get money if we can show the value of the funds.

.^rt• ¢r rmrnt were cinnrri n t..^^.f,,zt'Fd Ada. s`' I€ t"n ^e,v ^4- e.,...,,.., o u, what wou d happen`t
b . ...,... .b. ,...£..}'

How would it differ from the past? It seems that moscof the money would be spent on

thewor,t pmbiems; even if we'rvnot sure the acttvities to add.,,ss those prohlems are

goirrg to-work:--;o7aybesve shou-ld-spend morertoney-ott those problems we know we can

sol;+e. un€il weve dane 'rore researct or how to solve the biggerprobienis.

------- -- ---- - Kr.cnnucP-rIndci 1vlar4itri'-Thtv AgreemetIth;Aboen-ttttprtTVr.rl to m;rlrt turrst5n3ey isn't

:
. .

,. . . a Npng,^ltl tdllg umrrmonf chrnii that we are aCj(^resst[lg-?el€l ^o ^i^uezu. asU ...tre..o ' .....

some of those "low-ticket" items, while also trying to address the bigger problems as

r.^ soon as possible.

Response (Roger Stanley): In terms of tank waste remediation, that's an incredibly

^ difficult task that will take many years, and the early stages of this are going to be some

-- -;.^----- --------- of the most difficult_-BuLI-think we have made some significant progress. Also, we

have shifted our focus to addressing mobile contaminants, and we have also seen an

increase in our ability to take actions, where we can spot a project that can be done at a

Sn^,f r. 1.,..ron :nd d,, Fither a ^^,,,k ^x or sc^^ething close, and I think we are seeing
r------ ----- --- -+-

more of those.

Question (Mark Murphy): Why has there been a delay in the construction of the

vitrification ulants? We should get moving on those.

Response: Construction was delayed because we shifted focus from addressing low-level

° wuste with gout technoiogy to addressing it with vitrification. We also had to modify
the design of our high level vitrification piant because we made a larger commitment to

p,c):.css w;i;Tie frE;t€:- the singie Shell-?a.nks aS-well as thr double shrll tnnkc

Formal Comments

Todd niartin: There are four-issues I'd like to address tonight.--First; there are no
- . .__ ...c_.-_

r(OT^r l.
..._. n Ae....._ . _ ..^_....v .̂ ..n.-prOVtS`cSft$-'ctTCv9^t't}iy witri-iL^^i-11 in ^illS-AgYeeme^. -ThCICiL,.., U3.3S..... .«. ^

e:.v rc:,:,.en aI assessment. Second, the fuel storage tanks are located too close to the

---River.-Some-ofthetnare-leakinginto the. River, The Agreement states that the fuel

should be removed and cleaned up by 2002. This is not soon enough. Third, the

Plutonium Finishing Plant is not dealt with adequately in the Agreement. The plant

should be-considetedas a pilot prnjr.ct in order to determine how safe it is to run. The
fourth issue is about the public participation program. The Agreement is the result of

much input from the Tank Waste Task Force. We have made significant strides with

tsspect-to-groundwater-contamin8tion and?he-abandontttr.,nt of the ornnt nnliry I want

to thank and commend-the negotiators for their work.
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;:hia Sar:hou: The amount of strontium going into the River at the 100-N point is

900 times the level acceptable in drinking water. This Agreement has no strategy for

= uddress:i g boun^^ater or River coniamination, except on some islands. We want an

-- ;ntegrated strategy on-groundwater-and River-contasnination:-We-also-wanta-sur:ey

d3ne-of the contaminants:- USDOE needs-to post warning signs on the shorelines and

islands. USDOE should make a commitment to reduce radiation levels within three

years. The enforceability language in this Agreement is no stronger than before--

USDOE is basically allowed to enforce itself. The Agreement contradicts itself in terms

of enforceability, and as a result, the courts won't know how to handle the issue.
En€orceabil:ty-is fied with the-push to Eetfr:nding,- Funding provisio.n,s-.n.eed to be

strengthened. Finally, the Agreement should be worded so that USDOE is not
committed to running the Plutonium Finishing Plant, because many people are opposed

r,xl^l to running this plant. This happened before with the uranium oxide plant--we were told

a.,. - - --tisis was a decision that had aireadybeer^stgade: ° t hen when titings discharged, there was
, nothing the regulators could do. Funding involves a big push from the public. The

L., public must be kept informed, because if you don't know what's happening, you can't
r-; make the push.

w:^•`
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CL` A TTi Ti

Date and Location: Tuesday, November 16, 1993, Seattle, Stouffer Madison Hotel
Negotiators: ?im Sater(USDOE), Roger Stanley (Ecology), and Doug Sherwood (EPA)
^^rmu-nentarie^: Betty3'abbutt{`1^rashir^gtonState;^iuelearAdvisory Councilj,artd Todd
C,yrpenter `The C;nvrrnment Arrniant1hility Prniertl,

P?Peltst3-foPtlie{1'iteStiIIn and Afiswer Pcriod: iiiTi °uaucr, Roger Stanley, Doug
Sherwood, Betty Tabbutt, Todd Carpenter, Tom Takaro (Physicians for Social
Responsibility), Gerald Pollet (Heart of America).
Meeting Facilitator: Alinda Page
Approximate attendance: 80

Commentaries

Betty Tabbutt, Chair, Washington State Nuclear AdvisoryCouncil: The Advisory
Councii position is that the public must demand that Congress appropriate money for the
Hanford cleanup, or no such moneys will be made available. They are in support of
public watchdog groups that keep USDOE accountable. The most important issues at
..-
ariforQ are not nlCal

p
rlc :.......:< ..

i s uc^.......^'-- ---- -----=Y very iEen; anapuC uiNu< essa,y to ensure that cleanup

reflects public values. The Adviso:y-Coumcil- has developed a set of values for these
negotiations and have submitted them toEcologv. She shared her enthusiasm for the

---- overwhelrning-patblic,Agrcement about what was impor a^ttn th Ta ^>r wa^+e Task
Force-representat'.ves She corrvmended the-three parties for their-ccsmtratmentto this
process,,anrTnote.dho.u-USDOEhas-madehugestrides-inunderstanding-how impou?xnt it
?S`t^'iistCnti'stheptl^3hG.=-T€'>r-r•iext€t^^.}^, 1£=-iiTr?luiYC L^z-^O1;flnderstanCi that they mustalso

be accountable to the public.

Tom CarDentei, representine the Ciovem-ment Accountabilitv Proiect, related that his
group feels that Hanford cleanup must happen with the help of the public, even though
the problems at Hanford happened without any public knowledge. The Government
Accounta4ility-Projectassists whistle blowers with a goal of making governments more

------- accour,table. They are calling for more accountability in the Tri Party Agreement and

r^iT, •
feeHl?"et?^;rart r' ° ^----- ------ -- Ef^dYuZ:tYffi^CtericZ'^PZ'ri^dEd-YJFdirnuraQru. rs-meansihat a

----- ---- ----- -- itronger-Systel7t-of_reEytirrig for achievements , and consequences for violations needs to
be worked into the Agreement.^Illegal actions must be substantially punished by
USDOE, a situation that is not happening now. Westinghouse and USDOE bring RCRA

' • - • The-- _and L^Lr2 manrYates to iheanfoi'tt-stte. i tiepartment is not immune to
eot:+pliance-with environmental l::.vs.- Renegotiation of the Tri-P°.,rty Agreement is an

. • ...... and federalopportuntty to make-{JSDORcomply w
ith the s tate a^^u .eueenvtronmental laws they

----- ---- --------------- currently e-nfor^e. He suessed t.",e importance that the Plutonium Finishing Plant not be
--- - restarted-withniit µcsurancethat envirnnmental haZdldS will not occur if the plant restartS.
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QuestiDtlaSt-I Answer Seccinn

Question (Doris Cellarius, Sierra Club): If the Tri Party Agreement (TPA) is signed and
USDOE doesn't report future leaks and other potential hazards, what will Ecology do to
enfc^r-ce-penalties for such violations; and, will there be larger penalties for repeat
vlVlalLLVIlJ:

Response (Roger Stanley): From an enforceability standpoint, if USDOE fails to meet
the terms of theTPA;;rcclogy can tssue orders forspeciftc actiorts andeivil pettalties to
be imposed that are above court actions. There is an overall cap on penalties, but there
are a few options under the TPA: The stipulated penalties are modest in overall dollar
amounts ($10,000 per week), however there will be an option to issue fines up to
mazimu,^ allowable by law ($10,000 per day per violation -- same ceiling as private

^ sector).

Comment (Geraid Poilet): These are stipulated penalties. If USDOE fails to submit a
___, -̂-- _------ ---- ----tt<port _$ ifii -Of-,0 is not even a siap onthe wrist.- Repeated violations must be considered

as willful and deliberate and treated as such. Why doesn't USDOE concede that the state
"CY"" - woWt use the maximum allowable penalty for any violations. The TPA must specify that

willful violations of the treaty will have stipulated penalties.

Comment (Sally Pangborn): It is important that the public know what is going on. The
-- ----- ------ ------ -- infot•mat?on-about the- time aa!d-P ..... meeting verylace-of tonight's mrPtinv was vrn, confusing. She

couldn't find the meeting. The Hanford Update information came too late, it contained
an error in the meeting day, and she almost missed the meeting.

Question (Gerald Pollet): Heart of America is upset about the incorrect meeting
announcement. They called Ecology when they found out the day was wrong. There

_„werP-SStppcssed^o be Stmday and'^;ondayads in a:,-local papers with the ^me{place
correction. The ads that were placed didn't say Hanford or describe the issues. What
1"nPPene`i hem7

Response (Jim Bauer): This was an oversight and not intentional. The information on
the other meeting sites were clear.

L _ beenamment (Sally Pangbom): You can apolol,,ze allyon^•ant-,but this nas ccn going on
fortoo longartdthe pubiictras been-misieaaand asa result, are suspicious.

Response (Jim Bauer): I can't do anything except apologize and accept any further public
comment until December 1.

Question (Mike Dempster): If milestones are enforceable, how could Ecology not adhere
to them.

Response (Roger Stanley): This can be settled in a dispute resolution process, without
going to court.
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Response (Mike Dempster): Please send me the specific language in the TPA that makes

-_--thisAgneemPnt enforcPalh1P. He prQv;dedhis ndrlress. Also send the proposed language

that ensures this Agreement will not be shielded from environmental regulations. .

Comment (Gerald Pollet): Send this information to Heart Of America also.

Question (Tim Takaro, Physicians for Social Responsibility): Milestones must be

watched,-some tion_t-make-sense frama public-point of vie.sv -If tank farm closure is not

until 2018, what will be the intermediate steps that will tell the public that the farms will

actually be closed by 2018?

Response (Roger Stanley): We are trying to set up enough enforceable regulations

r..; without creating a TPA that is doomed to failure from a management perspective. The

Critieal Path Process allaws thelhree pardes and others to identify spec i-fic twsks critical

g-^° --- ------ to tu73k-wa3tC rQ £Cf".s: - Whe°'-i}°"°-Ia3kS-ar.°,°•K3{I°,d; the nrtiFNittes-necess.^^..- -to-ach:e!'e
^'^`..... p 3 When ^,,aa, or v,..... ry

these tasks will be erforceuble: Public CommPnr nn 1„ore near term milestones and better

^ technology for iow level waste is in the TPA.
_̂ ..

L^`"" .• ' !' r Prr • ' are enforceable inQuestion (^e.ald-Pn.,4 l.^..).- Does iTS1J0€ agreP., that. malestone c.. L__ _..-„-__:...-- ... court?

Response (7im Bauer): Within the7'PA, mliestones are recognized for the tanks, and

[L$DOF. aarees these milestnne are enfnrceahle.

Question (Kathy Crandell): Why is there no language in the TPA requiring the strongest

possible penalties for repeatedviolations? Especially since USDOE has a history of
vlnlntln0 r}1PCe lOWC7..,..... .b ................

Response (Roger Stanley): They are using the same enforceability standards as the

n~vaxc S ^̂ltor must meet: --However, the full ^enalt is rarel y used. You usually wind up^•^ ^ r Y P
with a set of violations and have the ability to penalize up to the amount allowable by
'--AWI

Resnonse (Dopg Sherwood): The oroblem with pettaltie5 fFVm 4 fCdGrla 5w^p41P4 is

-hat when a-penaltY is-iatstit»ied; the Pattieshave to gortoiongress and-askfor a special

- appropr^.atiott to pay the penalty:-Congress-gets angry-and-accuses-the Parties-of not
working together. There is not much support in Congress for these penalties, rendering

Response (Kathy Crandel}): Hard perlaldes are needed in order to get response to these

concerns.

Comment (Roger Stanley): The State is concerned over the tank leaks, but the leak
-dete€tie,nmonitor•ing rfStentsiue-not-accurate.-:n-the-past-theyhave-had to-wait a
substantial amount of time before they were confident that a leak existed because of
inarrnrarn Antn
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Comment (Tom Carpenter): There are not enough consequences for wrongdoing. He
..,,.:..,.

SpoiKe of Lrigineeis- t tF at kllleua IlieiFc° iu-ec° t-S pt-Gtw^u^^ deficiencies in these systems. It has----

--been agreed that these detection systems are not working, but no progress has been made
to correct the problems.

¢uestiort (Betty_Tabbutt); Did EPA or Ecology request proposed language that the TPA

be a consent decree that is lodged in the courts, instead of an administrative order?

itesponse(Roger Stantey): -They requested-a Federal Advlsory Cominittee Act rACA)
order and a consent order. They did not push to change its legal standing.

Comment-(Jim Tn.tmhold):_ On the sub}ectof enforceability/accountability: He said he is

glad to hear that EPA would have to be embarrassed to go to Congress for fine money.
'" - c'v tii cr'nc

has to
..^ .t,..^..,.>{'^}^}^?y_{^rRiYi t^ftno^s-7s id7ic^rs-. -ttc t oped-thatU.^vv.. uua w Sv uuuugu this

embarrassment as well. The $10,000 should come out of someone's salary, not tax

dollars.

.`p^.
Comment (Tom Carpenter): The site is run by contractors; the violations come out of the

£ontractor's pocke{s. lliolations-lvill be eharged-to£o;,rrqrtnrc as long ac USDOE hasn't

given the oider to violate.

Questfan (SidneyStock):_ Are y^trying not to be acr_.ountable in court? There have

been allegaiions that USDOE is trying to be self regulatory? Is this true?

P.esponse (Jim Eauer): The Agreement is en€arceable; if it is necessa on, for USDOE to be
taken to court, that is allowable under the Agreement. However, USDOE can raise a
factual defense to any allegatinns brought :?gainst them.--Ivi_ilestone-N-14_was brot,ght as
a administrative issue and was resolved. USDOE is subject to enforcement and
evidently only future actions will convince you of this.

Question (Sidney Stock): Are there any ideas of lobbying congress for criminal penalties

for lcpeat violanons?

Response (Roger Stanley): The Attorney General's office hasn't pressed for criminal
penalties; he doesn't know if this is happening. The Grand Jury addressing Rocky Flats
-is dgalissg with-this issue. C.^:tninal actions were not brought against the federal agencies.
Criminal charges are not necessarily the way to go, and fines are not always needed.

Comment (Gerald Pollet): Willful violations are criminal under RCRA. USDOE found

that vvesnnghouse tianford faiied to report tank leaks, yet no enforcement action was
taken to penalize Westinghouse Hanford or USDOE. If criminal laws exist, it would be a
requirement for USDOE to tell Congress it is being fined and why, and why it is being
fined the-maximum amount allowable. LOU. Bauer said we believe this Agreement is
en€oreeable and-this is great for the record but doesn't answer your question. Is the TPA
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-a defense in the t`ace of envtronmen[al iaws! Will the TPA state th at th is Agreement will
_totbe-used as a shield to RCRA CFRCI.A and the Clean Water Act?

Comment (Roger Stanley): He will comb though files to find the specific language that

used the world shield. Undoubtedly weeks of deliberations will take place to address the
tYA's enforceabiiity.

Comment (Jim Bauer): During negotiations, the task force raised this issue and after

discussions with Heart Of America, USDOE approached the Justice Department with this

----, ------ ---- lano,taee.-TheJustice-Denq^rtment found this language could not be in the Agreement.

>f' ---ti ^s ^ },nt lnnnilnnLL hasienr tvernudPoi,et)- r^^at^ ot ^trleri^4;.oesnti:ttow wll . wIb b 11LLJ been sent
to Justice Department and wants to see what the state proposed and what is the rationale
'`_

. . . . ^ • • 1 _ ,... u ._ L.
for relecttng th6tangnage.- fle^Frt of^nter[cawi l l r^spotl^ t0-these C6tii^i^euth On inc

ta • rrrnrri hefnre December 1.

0^sti;; t=(Ered Ivlillerj: Wi ^ we thpr^four and ten year deiays before the vitrification

pl(1^IW LLre tV Ve VonJLLUHwu.

Response (Roger Stanley) They had prepared designs for the high level vitrification plant

last year, along with plans for a grout facility and they could have moved forward with

these two plants at that time. Once the public demanded new options be considered

^otherthan grout), they had to shift their focus to alternatives for low level aeatment, and

had to go back to the basic concern over how they should get the low level waste out of

the tanks as soon as possible.

Questiort (Fred Miller)aWhat about off the shelf technoioeies. Experts have offered

their services to get this plant up and running in less than 4 years. Why are the three

parties saying it will take 8 or 10 years to readjust and get the plants running? It took

less than 2 years for Hanford to go from a desert to a plutonium plant. With more

urgency you get more results. Can USDOE put more money to this and complete these

vitrification plants sooner'I

Response (Roger Stanley): The low level vitrification plant is not primarily a money

_ __-$r{Fhlnm
..{.- _ _.^no,^::;:;:^pn^lworkthat needs to be cornpleted prior to

constl"liction.

1 --Comnrent fH-arrvHarmon S-e-nior ^'ice P[esident: ^Vestinahouse Hanford): The two

areas of work that must be done for this plant to be started:

• They must construct a larger glass melter for low level wastes that is the same size as

a commercial glass inelter. If they build a melter and use the vitrification process

used in the private sector, they would have to remove the waste before using the
melter.

• They want to build the plant for contact maintenance, so they must first develop pre-
'---•-em }H63SWG5-• ----^---- th:.̂. t will rwmnvr the wncrr ^ ^ - - ^LF53U:: .... .. ................... .....,....

vl k^.^avmts Page 20



Question (Fred Miller): Would funding concerns be tantamount to building the high
level vitrification plant?

Respoiise (Roger Stanley): No. Ftlndtng is not the major concert Tt is the dcvclop^i^cnt
of the vitrification plant. A high level plant could be put on line sooner, but needs
further investigation. The French proposal high level plant could be operational in the
19901-2002 tirrte fratt;e, not .2l0Q, F_rningy needs to get a•'go/no go" decision from
USDOE to pursue the French proposal.

Question (Fred Miller): And this decision would fall outside of this portion of the TPA?

Response (Roger Stanley): Yes, with the exception of French proposal.

0_uestion (Fred Miller): The French proposal would cut in half the time it would take to
get the vitrification plant up and running?

_.-RespOns@(ROge_r.$C3nley):-Tharicpnccihlr_

Comment (Fred Miller): Then the French proposal should be mainstreamed.

-- --- -------------Comment (Jim Bauer): The level of competition for contracts at Westinghouse Hanford
will help drive down the costs at Hanford and ultimately decrease the length of time it
takes to accomplish the vitrification plant.

.
:.,ot .i.:,,:..- A ....... .......^:?espotf.re ( -erald °ol:et): The issue ts no^^^^ ...,,,s w„ ,,,, but using USDOE

râ nital
s_ s_• a

tn ^,
e

._,
_-
A .xpayer money...I:_

Questian (Mary Hai-tness): Concer,ting the Plutnrdum Finishing Plant (PFP), espeeial:y
glove 6axes, Lf-ae ivl.ies are-resta_rted ^r-r?^is-p ant, isn't this in vialatic t of the law
pertaining to the restart of the PFP.

Response (Jim Bauer): The name "glove boxes" was given because people use gloves to
deal with the materials stored in the glove boxes. Stabilization of these glove boxes does
-not mean the p.ant is gcing to run. The law ,,,a;uates environmental responsibility in
relation to site cleanup. One_step is to conduct an Environmental Assessment(EA), if
the EA results in a Determination of Non-Significance (DNS), no further environmental

--- ---- --- `J"SSIY^S`t!`-IaII^Z;QCtd^-_^ a JiYJ7S^J:021?:ICIl, .?]etA<T^,-Cnv;ro.n.me.n.tal .mpaC.t Siatement
- ---

----- -------- (E.IS) is reauirert_ F.nvirnnmental asseasments will be done.

With regard to the PFP, this facility is going through design and development and there
is an Agreement in the TPA that milestones will be negotiated to close that facility. The

---lattguage in -the Agr-eenient that-ailows a stabilization run is not meant to indicate that the
plant will continue to run.

Question (Ibtary Hartness): Why is the glove box stabilization necessary?

s:^eW-^,o:r•- __ __ F'aAeZi



Response (Jim Bauer): The volatile materials in the glove boxes need to be treated

before they can be added to the rest of the materials that need treatment.

. -........J
stabilization

.

Quesrzon lOeraid PofYet^: lsthc^roy.,^^u ^^.^..«:^uu^^ run for the glove box acdvtaes

allowed by milestone 32?

Response (Jim Bauer): We are evaluating the possibility of doing these activities,

approval has not yet been given to complete the stabilization run.

Comment (Gerald Pollet): The language that glove box stabilization is necessary is an

------ --- ---------- T'crrof and should be rcmivVed from t:7P, TAA

Response (Jim Bauer): The materials in the glove boxes need to be removed; how that

r,- will be done has not yet been determined.
;

Comrnent (Toby Michelena, Ecology): Glove box stabilization is necessary to put the
......,..,.^`- materials-in-a-safer con-f:guutio.n.. Milestone 32 is a RCRA milestone that discusses how

- r^ ------ --- the tarL-s should be brought into compliance with state/federal laws. The intent was not

to have a nlant stabilization run as part of that milestone, rather the intent was to deal
^^,.. • -

with the_glove box materials while being in compliance with hazardous waste

rPmiiNilnnS.

Formal Comment

Gordon Kinder, for the Mountaineers: spoke of the necessity to protect the Columbia
River, and therefore members of his organization, from the contamination at Hanford.

The n1l!mes in .he Colut=:bia River threaten the health 13f fish-a.nd ucrrc of Hanfnrd
r -

Reach, an area proposed asaWild and Scenic-Waterway. Posting to warn users about

the contaminants in the River must be a priority, as well as taking into account exposure

from all areas of the site into the River. Radiation must be surveyed, and target cleanup
- - -- - - - - - - te^----^vetx- rrt,- .-st 'o- - se---r - -and e... r......,..A.,.i.,,, ....,^...,sfa,,is dumped in huge amounts into the opene ....,..,.,,.....

grourd near the River. Thes,°, areas-mus t be to" help̂ a.7est groundwater.. ...
cotttatttir.a:ion. -USDOE will t-reat-these-streams with a newfacility tar.omennlinP in

1995. There is no provision in the draft Agreement for discharges in the 300 area. This

needs to-be conststent-wtth-the-Gavernpi 5 Agr°v°vn%%tt.

He said the Mountaineers thanked USDOE and the other parties involved in the Tank

V4!astrtTask forcc_for_dealingwith disposaland ctorageof-waste- This is a huge step

towards achieving consensus about the problems at Hanford. They also thanked USDOE

for subsdtitin - rt.^`.f'c^tio.n. for ^*^^tThe ur ed rom t desi n, construction andg. ^ a.-.-.. . Y g P P g
testing of the vitrification plant, including the design of the pre-treatment process. There

is a compelling need to develop a systematic approach to cleaning up the groundwater

and coordinating these efforts with EPA and Ecology.
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Chris Jordon: Enforceability is an issue because the old TPA was not enforced.

Milestones were missed, andEcology and EPA did not take the guilty parties to court.
When the citizens took USDOE to court, they responded with 113 H (a measure that
gives USDOE immunity to environmental laws) proving that no real commitment to
cleanup has been made unless the laws are enforceable. USDOE must guarantee that the
TPA is enforceable in court, will not shield USDOE from environmental scrutiny, and
will hold them responsible for meeting the standards imposed by RCRA and CERCLA.
Cleanup of D Island and pumping and treating are good decisions; they need to happen in
other areas as well. There are high levels of radiation in some areas where a person
could receive the mazimum yearly dose of radiation in two weeks. Contaminated areas
need to be posted. Use performance based contracts to hold down the cost of the
vitrification plant. Do not include language on the PFP in the TPA. Thanks for dropping
the grout proposal.r._y

iiip Wiison: -EPA shouid'be forced to embarrass themselves, go to Congress and ask for
'. °.___ clgu,supfu;^a° - â u_'.̂n,,° .^.^^̂ y m;L.e contractors responsible for paying fines. If the

contractors are responsible for maintaining the tank farmsand facilities, they should be

^ respohsibie for paying fines when milestones are not met. If the Agreement doesn't say
this, it should. Contractors that have repeatedly violated environmental laws must be

---penalized.--tnfOrteabiiity is the most important thingin this document. The Energy
Secretary sets policy for USDOE and she is calling for enforceability for all
environmental laws, Richiand inust follow this policy and not hide behind the Justice
Department, as they have been doing with 113H. USDOE must be held accountable, just
like everyone else.

Bob Aegerter: He is concerned this meeting has raised more questions than can be
answered arthis time. He said'he was pleased with the improvements to the TPA. A

------Stronge-r cGmi,utment-to-ciew'iup of ground\vater piumc°s is necessary. Cleanup of all
-------- YSlands-andpUsted warnings on-contamtnated areas are still necessary. The USDOE must

be subject to all state and federal environmental laws at Hanford. Enforcement is a big
issue, as is the necessity to get on with cleanup activities.

- °--'--- ^ -- . ., • ^' '
and EPA _....a . come- ----------- - ------ -AlL.'nj^-tLF4ndCtt:f'4eFinajPir coth.ern-ts eii.fofCeavt-ltt^': - Ei,olog'y anu crn need t

,.̂
^^

up=vritlastrottger:angst^ga= th3t w ^^^.-.al.^dupin<.,,. ^̂*. pp^ ^c LL^^. ;,:;;, a:.ueu ner su Ort to
the previous speaker (Kip Wilson), who felt that USDOE is hiding behind the
Department of Justice with 113H, and therefore remaining out of compliance with state
and federal environmental laws. Her concerns included the PFP and Milestone 32. If
glove box stabilization is necessary for the safe storage of wastes, this could go along
with the restart of the PFP. The language in the TPA about this needs to be clearer. The
public demands a full EIS statement; EPA and Ecology should be pushing harder for
this. She wanted to be sure that the agencies are delaying the design and construction of

..:a..:C.. . C • L^ 1 _1t;,t ..u.,t. at;an plaru i ur tccnnuIugIcau reasons, not because they are concerned about
askirtg Congress for- funding. Tnere must be intermediate steps to each and every
milestone. Funding and capability should not be sufficient reasons for missing
predetermined milestones.



Mike Dempster: USDOE is trying to restart the PFP. They don't think an EIS is

required, yet the discharge from this plant contains chemicals that are ozone depleting,

carcinogenic chemicals that have been banned since 1985 because they have a significant

environmental impact. If the PFP restarts, 58,000 lbs of this chemical will be released in

the air and will be breathed by Tri-City residents. He asked that the TPA not be signed

until the penalties for_violations of the A¢neement are enforceable in court. This includes

making criminal assault charges on people who harass whistle blowers.

Frank, Trabbettr: -T-he-TPA-has-been-a.mur.d for €our years: -IIuring this time n^v ^ leiu^:tu^y

activities have happened; no milestones have been met; two schedule slides have

J
r._ r,n^Ir•-

uwa acucr,u >u,^duu^̂ û f the TPA : as een called for . uauvc s SiiUCcSS^;di^n`rei; -a37d- a -i^ J a

record is zero. The TPA set specific dates and milestones that must be met. The removal
of groutfr_omthe_listofcleanup options and the acknowledgment thatcontaminadon in

L L i\ IA ^ p ?t71^ ?$'3vrt.-..t=^.C. , :1 nLe u.-LL53naY

^
addressed the problems at Hanford, and bringing environmental $roups and the public

-- - -- •into this oi'ocess is a ver} positiveSSep^_ rioWever, the manaeement structure is not in
place to meet milestones. In the corporate world, the more milestones are built into

w° product development, the better. Other concerns are as follows:
r • Will performance increase if the same players are on the job? 15 years is a long time,^.

-to buitd-a vitri€teatiort piartr Ifttris were in the corporate world, the contractors
would be fired. Why can't both vitrification plants be built at once?

-=Wny=arecleanup fnndsveing-usee on+hePFP=raiher rhan oncleanup? Ar. FTQ m,ict

be done on the PFP.
• You will never get anything out of Congress if you don't ask for money.

- - --- Finy-cQ3ntra.^,f thatis-not-enfflrceable-iSliota£(hn,tr-act: -The public mu`,t-have-a-f(3rmai

Agreement by USDOE that the contract is enforceable. Accountability must occur.
If people don't do their jobs, they must be replaced or face charges of criminal
neelieence.

Betty Tabbutt, Washington State Nuclear Advisory Council: The relationship between

public lnvolvement, €nforceabtl:€y; and funding mustbe strengthened. Theex:stence of
this relationship demonstrates an important shift in focus by USDOE. She said she
applauds the decision not to use grout as a cleanup option. Her main points are to 1)
protect the Columbia, 2) ensure that the issues addressed in the TPA closely reflect
public comment, and 3) make sure there is full accountability and firm enforcement
provisions to protect the public interest. The Administration Procedures Act,

<
-=='=Ee.s^vr•.:rer:t4i r̂

_,
31iLyAct, and^t'?e :..=1ea.^.^1'es'.t'sct-hgve ,sYii c.......,... dgcd that proteetion

_ofs.itizen_suitsis imporiamY (,ERCLA stands_alone,butthis was not meant to delay
cleanups._ Citizensar_e not interested in delays unless immediate action will have worse
effects. Citizen suits should not be blocked. Both accountability and firm enforcement
provisions are necessary; target dates and milestones must be enforceable; and the overall

- _Agreement-m,YS t bV-enfolVLablV-ln-riVurt. Theled,A`iral gVwem:,lent can ftlnd the rile[L^lYpf

^ilt Ai^^"ng can_ be4ivertedifsnforceability is not in nlace: The public needs greater- ,,..> ...,...,,.

-- - ---------as3uraflce-iiaIlt-LieGnkkgarlons-in-tnis FigreeaTi°ni ar° enrirceable.

_ ^, .
- - - W11cVWMOVmIg - - -- -- - Page L4



Fred Miller: Enforcement is important, and USDOE must stop hiding behind 113H. If

--- -- --- the Departme.n.t of Justice is in the way, fire them and get a new law firm to do theirjob.
Foiir and ten- yea_r delays to develop, design and construct a vitrification plant are too
long. It doesn't take that long to develop the technology; the French model must be
followed. Ten years i sn't "getting on with it." Pump and treat is simple. It should be
-done-on-a large scale;-not-luston-a pilot proJect-basis. Grout propos tls were killed by

. .^._ ..
-,•

„ . • ,

'r own stu^'^+v+'^' ^'̂-azen action prevented this from happening before more vaults were-the r•

. - ----------._^'^^:_-- -LeRk-^let^kL^P^-t$a-jE1ke;Ih-tS-metho!1-neCdc to he imnrnved,

----- - Tim Takaro, - Physicians for Social Responsibility: He said he applauds the switch from

grout; wants the TPA to address the north slope and and lands; and encouraged the

parties to look at ways to improve public participation. A site specific advisory board

€-0 should be integrated into many parts of the Agreement. Milestones and intermediate
CY" milestones are important. One example is the single shell tanks. A milestone for their

cleanup is 2018, but this is a long way off. The public needs to know that this goal can
be-nret before this date arrives. Involve the public in the budget process early on, before

N_^ the budget is submitted to Congress. He said another concern was public health. Based
on present information, barring catastrophic events, the workers on the site are the most

at-tisicgopulation.Care mustbeta_kr_ninprotectingtheenvironmr_nt.but-intheprocess

of protecting the environment, worker health must be paramount. Since 1992, workers at
Hanford have made many mistakes, yet they still receive bonuses. This is not

..r `.," at ^ ,aCC6URt3uiiity: 11 E of ^Chang°c ^^ Uu,Lu,c a. vJDUb was a long time coming; it should
involve Hanford workers. It is important to maintain the integrity of the Secretary of

--- ---- -------- -----Energy. She needssupport and this s hould rnme from USDOE. The 2002 target date
for removal of fuels from the K-Basins is not a firm milestone. Without necessary
funding, K Basin issues may be put on the back burner.

G,-rald^Pnl(at, Her^r•, of A,;,erica: The Secretary of Energy is committed to complying
with state and federal environmcntal laws; this commitment must be translated into
reality. An EIS on the PFP must be done immediately. There must be immediate
recognition that RCRA and CERCLA govern all operations inside the PFP. Cleanup
funds run the PFP, but USDOE has refused to acknowledge RCRA jurisdictions to use
these funds. Language changes need to be made to Milestone 32. Currently the language
implies there will be a restart of the PFP. it should read, "Liquid waste volume
generatedas-a-resuit. ofthe-PF_P-stabilization-carnpaign ixilLbelimited toa zot.al of
300,000 gallons "--It should-go on to read,"?f-it is decided r•^that the n^^nosed campaign isr

the-prefet'ied-option; folltrwingexplorationzsf itnpacts aitd aiternatives, inclusion of
identified mitigation measures and execution of an Agreement extending full RCRA
jurisdiction, including permitting, for all operations of PFP as a treatment, storage or
disposal unit.... " The language relating to glovebox-scale stabilization should be
removed. The language in the first sentence, second paragraph of milestone 32 should
read: "-Discharge to 24i=Z €oiiowing the stabilization campaign, if allowed, following an
-EIS, :vtl-l-be l-tmited to-50;000-lbs. -Yeryear-Unti'. cotnpliance is achieved or until terminal
cieanout is completed."
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--- ------- --- ----- -In-contaminated areasalongthesblumbia-River, deer_are drinking water that has five

times the background radiation in comparable communities in Washington State. The

comlmitment to clean up D island is positive; there should be a similar commitment to

_ ,--- -, _ _ _- -__ -_- clean ,;n rnnfaminptPtt „rEas_allalong_the ^lumbta Rlver. It Is mlperattvP_. the TPA stater ....,_, ^ ^
----- --- -- --- that nn aisch^^rta ,,s t^.., the soil or the Columbia will be allowed related to RCRA or_._ --^^.,wo,, .

! T l l f •

I.CKI.Ll1.

Cindy Grant: There must be a commitment to use the best technology to minimize

exposure to the environment and to people. Use the best science, even if it takes longer

or costs more.

Sidney Stockton: He said he was not thankful that DOE is doing things they should have

been doing all along. The three party relationship as adversarial is a lot more important

than having the three parties get along. People have their jobs. Change doesn't occur

01 because violations do not affect the contractors. He said he feels that national security is

not to protect us from other nations, but to keep private citizens from knowing what goes

on in a place like Hanford. If private citizens had inflicted the crimes these agencies
yyJ,
L^

Ve
L 1 .•.'l1:.^... "^-- -- . ° ofon pogrLtlauttns ^i r^' .__-

.6
le a .̂ F

LIIGI IIVGJ. Vt- - - • 1-_r itiz ^̂.r wD 11rdbeins fr̂r;nnPrl for "l ^-- -- -

=Z_ -worse.-USDOEis $tiiYoeingTeacnve, not proacave. They are not working to make any
Y`4

improvementsti;r their own.

^ .. . ^^ ^'-'r1. ^ .....^ .---..__. JrilYfm/•o7'nuoif,fVk1f:--ii'-nCt•i tSlii2F'i£a3iS-aii.iC"ui'til -+.-^heya3i,-efl. Mle„L. I^IV tJ1VM^.LSUnanUn

----- ---------- ---------of timelines isa-prioritXprttblem, not budget Something must be a crisis ( i.e., the

------ ------ --- -- ------- - -explosien of a,tank)before it is-dealt-with_ -Cal1 it the "Hanford Cris;$ " and get it

budgeted accordingly.

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --lYillaryN_ardin;: TPA upersonal advet•tising trainer. They need to make a
commitmentto successful advertising,-not justto advertising. -There should be-at least
300 people at these public meetings.

Adike Dempster (Question to Doug Sherwood): The release of carbon tetrachlonde has

been banned by EPA since 1985. Would you agree that the 58,0001bs. of this product
-•--°°^:..°°._..

-------- -------- -- - a.vuJULuM$ a $iglullt,anr cnvuoiuuculal uupaCii

° ĈĴ ^^^UV/y°C°'L̂ V̂ ug"^ c
V "°••^^ 1^"` . That is a concern with operating this plant. AnI\,IIG1wV^

environmentt:l assessmetrc that shouid be Y1,Fo.^.ned, at a minimum, to determine whether

this is a proper operating procedure. For most facilities there is a requirement to have

treatment technology for?elease of hazardous substances from a stack. What rve heard

on the ievel of release that is a concem to EPA is that the reportable quantity for release
•-^. that---------_--.--_-_._-sor-car i3itteti-s-i }s,.-#3et-day<ifitC2^--exCeed3= __$:-_n2r-_^y;ynl^-r1_l;icpulLiua

eXL°-' - ^- - - _ •' - ^r
. _ - n _ • nQ T . .

F
^ ^nc

.. n 'a ,d.-. .---__-eeQaflc$-EOinE--1 -wtiOnal L1i.3p£^n$e Lrnter.- Yt1$apEltn^ ^uwe,.vncei.„eu avuua. We

have had major past historical releases of carbon tet to the soil at Hanford. Before it was
put up the staclt, it was disposed to the soil. An excess of 1000 metric ta.^.s of carbo.^. tet
has been disposed to the soil at Hanford. It is very important; it is something you should
look for.



Mike Dempster: I believe you said the answer is, "Yes, this chemical release poses a
significant impact that will be felt by people in the area," Stop dodging this fact and do
an EIS.

Sally Hayward, teacher: She said when she taught school,she taught her students about
patriotism.- During-wa.r-time, pe.ople gave the ultimate sacrifice for wa-r.- Why aren't
people braver about standing up and being more patriotic, like the whistle blowers at
i-ianford'!

Gerald Pollet, Heart of America:
• Public participation in these decisions is patriotism; it is also the only way to get

publicly supported technical decisions. Public input needs to be enforceable. There
----^^ _----- ---- --------_ shotSld3.IsobP PubliEp?rt[clpati0n milestones in this Agreement. The pWny

responsible for getting people to these meetings must give better information about
&

^F ..
times, uates and iocations: Thereshoutdbe a perraity-for failing to invoive the public
. . . . .

tnc:ttteal-dectstons:--Start-with the June-1994-dateconcertring the FFrenc
h -deZ1igi7ed

N -__v-itrificationplant. Include a milestone that says that decisions about this plant will
only be made after consultation with the Hanford site advisory board. He said
mtothet'neededTrtilestone for public invoivement relates to decisions about single
shell tank waste retrievaland the cfecision regarding the rebaselining of the
environmental restoration portion of this Agreement. These are examples of why a
-llanfordsite advisory board must be inciuded in this Agreement with an assurance

w i l lthat it has access-to independent technicui advice. it tensure the publ ic that there
is no "smoke blowing" on technical decisions. Site advisory board requirements must
be written into TPA.

. Itis-incredibiethntbTSDC3E continues to ask that the budget forthis project be kept a
secret even though it is shared with EPA and Ecology. Providing this information to
the state, but not to the public, violates the Freedom of Information Act. Let the

- Pubiic ParticiPate if you want the public to support your decisions.
• Regarding single shell tanks: not many readers get as far as milestone 45. It

discusses leaving behind 1% of all waste in the single shell tanks. The achievement
of this goal wouldleavebehind11D,QQQ lbs.of-highleveIwaste in bigger tanks. By
volume, that means that millions of curies of waste could be left behind untreated in
single shell tanks. It means you will never be pushed to develop the technology to
remove the tanks completely. Milestones must reflect this: remove all tank waste or
the tank farms will be reconstructed to be a RCRA certified landfill and a CERCLA
federal waste repository. This milestone violates the state Model Toxics Control Act;
it cannot stand as it is. It allows for in situ stabilization of single shell tanks. There
needs to be a technology-driven milestone that meets both state and federal
environmental laws.

_ • Regarding enforceability,inl38$,-a memo between IJSDOE and F.PA SnAAPCfP d
--^aa

language for the Model Toxics Control Act, stating that all parties can enforce the
terms of this Agreement. No reservations were implied about 113H. This sentence,
"The parties agree all parties should have the right to enforce the terms of this
Agreement," specifies that the parties do not intend to have this Agreement be a

tanlNaumnovmtg Page 27



CERCLA Eedec,I Eacility Agreement. Remove this language and get on with full
nnn^nlionrn ,vith fhn I^w

Fred Miller: If Congress has to pay enough fines, they will get mad at contractors and

regulators who are causing these fines to be incurred. They will fire people who don't do

their jobs properly. Regarding public information about these meetings, he said he
personally got more people to this meeting than USDOE. The agency's dvertising is
failing. He offered his advice on how to get more people out: supply adequate notice far
enough in advance of the meeting. He said he has the names of specific newsletters that

svh^t}ldLCe-Sent-inforn?wt3oSlLlntheSenleeti5}Qs. - BeSald-hethniroht the. mict-,kPs onpublic

invalvement wereconsistent a.n.d-delibetate.- We-stinghouse's existence as a corporation is

based on their ability to do advertising. If Westinghouse Hanford can't do the advertising

right, another adveusing contractor is needed.
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OREGON

PORTLAND

Date and Location: Tuesday, November 9, Portland, Red Lion at Lloyd Center
__ ___--____ wPi nmP• No.^.na Jean c:ermond, Oregon Hanford Waste Board

Negotiators: Jim Bauer (USDOE), Roger Stanley (Ecology), and Doug Sherwood

(EPA)
Cernmentato rs: Ralih Pat O ego.^. Water Resources Dept., Paige Knight, Hanford

=^v^tc1^ t_,o ......nnP ._..C^_P.̂ :,pridge; Hanford Education Action i,eague, and Geraid Pollet ,
Heart of America

itK -pa:gP Itnight Riirl?-PnSt -I y!znv° -St€tilht?dge, andQt125it0i'i and .`-^si1Sw€ =Pa'tel S

Gerald Pollet
MePtino Firilitatnr• Alinda Page.

AnnroXlmate attendance: 55

= Commentary

Ralph Patt, hydrogeologist for Oregon's Water Resources Department, began his remarks

'--'-'-•°- ù-°u_wltltaqUest10ti-fhat lta$been pi75ed-t0-}IL-ii `̂y a tcKt^iawi m Oregon, "Does p ublic
involvement ever have any real effect?" In the case of the Hanford Tank Waste Task

Force, Mr. Patt said that the answer was a clear "yes." Those responsible for making

changes were there at Task Force meetings, and they listened. He indicated his hope that

USDOE was on the right road for how to spend the public's money. While the draft

Agreement is"not-a perfec{docilment,,,he $aidhebelteved th.^.tw'.thpL'blic invnlvam>nt .

technical review and willingness on the part of the agencies, Hanford's cleanup could be

responsibly done, within a reasonable bud get.

- - - Paige Knigitt, Hanford Watch;-spoke of the importance of the audience's presence and

interest and indicated that she personally was very encouraged about the impact of public

participation. She urged citizens to stay involved because it is interested citizens who

will ultimately make the difference in the outcome. Like Mr. Patt, she too said she was

very heartened by how well the agencies had listened in the last 6 months -- as is

apparent in the draft Agreement. While she felt there are a few problem areas that need

t0 be l nrnvPei she said it was the he4,nnino of a good Agreement.i.......,., ...., p_.......a

--------- ------- ------f,yrr8-Sfe341bPldge;-HanfO[{:EdL'cati0n-AGt10n LCagUe, ecli0ed-the comme.n,ts of Mr. Patt

- ___and Ms, Knight abc„t the, value of public involvement and the clear evidence of its
impact in the draft Agreement. She called the draft a "good skeleton" that needs to be

fleshed out, with details spelled out in black and white so they will be enforceable.
Noting that the draft was not easy to read, she encouraged citizens to look at publications

nked theof cicize€ aterest g oups for guida.^.ce-thraugh-the-tkiek doculrPnt chP rhq

audience for coming.
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Gerald pol:e:, -Hea -r*.-of Ame-ricaNotthwest, described speciftc- are-as in the dra.+'t
Agreement where he said that public involvement had made a difference. These included

the importarsce of focusing cieanup efforts on protecting the Columbia River and the
criticism of the proposed grout program. Those values made a big difference. Other
areas where he felt that changes still were needed were as follows:

.----.--.t`---The.pt,'-.$IYvuidbeapresetkoaiatldiaveralletrater^.ifori^.rot ectingtheColumbiaRiver
and public users, by intercepting groundwater contaminants and cleaning up along
the shorelines and the islands.
^ _. ^. . .- . ...

- - ---- ----- --+-- ! tte''tuten
.
tum !-tn!sttmg Plant and other old tactnues are tnc u ed in the Agreement

for the first time, which is a step forward, but USDOE proposes to run PFP at a cost
af-$?Sp,000 to clean up the-plant, using-cleanup dollars. He said there were safer
suategies that could be used to accomplish the same objective.

He encouraged citizens to comment orally or in writing and to send their comments in.

Question and Answer Session

Question (William Cowens): Is there any provision whereby outside corporations which
have-good ideas-for-cleanup-can-contributc-ormake-presentations?

Response (Jim Bauer): We know that earlier it felt like the procurement process was
...o :}Q,9cy S-:«,.:..e i,,... -

the
6oc...nA..

' and . M. _ ..ral, .abdd„nte t tlilie,.-t_.',S§i ?oSGi'i' ^r ,.-anicru^iv^-nua-uprv'v'tS10n-tG €'ipeii up ula.

procurement process. He noted that a week earlier there had been a conference for
husinesses-relatedto tbe-low--leselvitrificationTlantand-that 1cimilar-conference would
be held in Portland to outline business opportunities.

Response (Gerald Pollet): There has been talk about this issue for several years, with
many feeling that the door has been ciosed to those wanting to sell technologies. At the
Hanford Summit, Gov. Lowry asked Sec. O'Leary to create a program to set aside 1/4%
of Hanford's budget for R&D for demonstration and pilot projects (about $20 million)
and this is going forward. While the Sec. O'Leary agreed to this, it is not in the
Agreement, and he feels it should be.

.-Responye (Ralph patt); Gryogenics-technologYH.Fa Strateg)Lfordealir.g with tank leaks
L_J L _J .LIs 01, cnmg,ngirpEt out he naunca_^„ ,m„ ;, cmm,.n;^w Wanting to propose this technology_..,

had found it hard to get a hearing. He said he know of a similar lack of interest in
_ .- olr•Iler inJVt«Un Whpich was developed abroad, to tie up waste.

-) •- ° ° ` '^ - °I -- - -- -(t. .e,^(1., ..,/)//^6 (Roger 1 n pb .. .,..... .,, /. C Cl
oCe at tne washinQton btate !)e t. of Ecology have

observed a greater interest and bpenness on the part of USDOE in foreign technologies
and in privatizing cleanup work.

Question{Sharort Bloome-, Pr$sident of Heart of America):
Agreement more enforceable than the existing Agreement?
'uL^at Ecoiogyy can enforce for iiquid waste discharges?

What makes this draft
What assurances are there
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Response (Jim Bauer): From USDOE's perspective, the existing Agreement is

enforceable. The Dept. of Ecology has fined USDOE $200,000 for noncompliance.

Enforceability has been affirmed in thisdraft and language from the Federal Facilities

and Compliance Act has been included. So, even though the law is there and usable,

-------- -- -- -- -- -----add'.tional langi;agewa5-added-to-thi5Agreement. -The liquid waste riicrh:irgr.s are in the

milestones and Ecology can enforce for them.

Respo;ue (Roger Stanley): The 1989 Tri-Party Agreement was negotiated before the

Federal Facilities and Compliance Act was passed and compliance mechanisms were

- weak: The iiisliuteresolutiorr process-was uied but it was long and burdensome. Once

the Federal Facilities and Compliance Act was passed, we added it to this draft

Agreement. Ecology has the ability to issue orders and to assess penalties for failure.

Question (Lynn Porter, Hanford Watch member): Summaries of the draft Agreement

indicate that it will take until the vear 2001 for the resolution of tank waste. Given the

threat of tank explosion, what is being done to prevent explosions? Can anything be

done to change the chemistry of the tanks?

Response (Roger Stanley): Three categories of concern from the standpoint of explosion

are the presence of ferrocyanide compounds, of organics and of flammable gases. To

address these, adequate monitoring, characterization and sampling are to be

implemented.

Response (Toby Michelena, Dept. of Ecology): Strategies in the draft Agreement will

inciude tnonitoring upgrades, sampiing, eariy retrievai of the waste, characterization

milestones that will focus on safety issues, and the 101 SY mixer test will be done by

--- ------ -- --------- mid-199-4. -Beforasomethittgcan-be-done in the tqnks themselves, more detailed

info_rmation is needed on the contents of the tanks so right now the focus is on mixing,

early retrieval, and venting tanks with proper air emission controls.

- - - n,jocr;n., rt vnn Pnrter,_, ): HEAL's newsletter indicates that it will take until 1995 to get^.._,... .
tern^neraninn. mnnitnrs in place. Can this be sneeded uo?

Response (Toby Michelena): The focus will be on those needing monitoring first.

Efforts are underway to determine how much temperature monitoring is needed and then

getting the equipment in place and working.

Comment (Gerald Pollet): Tank safety concerns cannot be resolved by studies, but the

draft Agreement offers a paper resolution that will not resolve the underlying physical

safety problems. The latter will not be resolved until the waste it out of the tanks or until

--_it-can-be-dealt-with in-siiu. -Vaeors>3ace-mortitorinQ is-alsoLritical-because of-worker

exposure to contaminants, especially at the C tank farm, but it is even slower to get going
than the temperature probes.

Comment (Ralph Patt): The key issue that sparked the 6-month negotiations was the

need to address Hanford's single-shell tanks. It was decided to retrieve waste in them.
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The vitrification plant was originally designedjust for the double-shell tanks. In the
draft Agreement, more double-shell tank space will be built in a short period of time.
However, safety issues do remain unresolved. The two samples per tank called for in the
earlier Agreement were not adequate; the draft Agreement has a different schedule, with
more core sampling of the tanks, which is desirable.

Comment (Lynne Stembridge): These areas in the draft Agreement are weak. The best
way to get adequate monitoring in place is for the public to say that these milestones

,eed'tob;, a;.cei^rated.- The pat`tiesneed to hear that this worries people. These are not
big ticket items or major capital expense projects.

Lrl
twLn

w^..
c^;•,.:

Question (Ralph Bunnell): What will the redesign, with a 10-year delay, get us and why
is redesign necessary before proceeding? Will pumping and treating groundwater
contamination keep the stuff out of the River?

n<sponse (Ralph Patt): Two areas of concertl are the groundwateralong the River which

contains strontium 90, tritium, chromium, and in the 300 Area, uranium; and the reactors
along the River. Most of the groundwater contamination, by volume, is in the 200 Areas
which are 8-15 miles from the River. Oregon is concerned the contaminated
x.our,dwater will get to the River, especially if water continues to be put in the qld Gribs
that will drive the plumes toward the River. The contamination is so deep it is not
possible to dig it up. Oregon's approach, since it is not possible to get all of the
contamination out using current technology, is to pump and treat those contaminants for
which-there-is-technology. Pumping the plume will stop its moving toward the River.
Reinjecting the water that has been treated will help to keep it from reaching the River.
According to Doug Sherwood, 90-95% of the contamination that has gone into the
ground is still in the zone above the groundwater, in the vadose zone. The fear is that it
will eventually reach the groundwater and then the River. As an interim measure,
1lregon `azorspu:Ilping arl _L-Cating tu cUnlain the yl wes, with Icng:ange clea,^,up.

Question: Why is there a 10-year delay in the vitrification plant?

f?esponse (Roger Stanley): Once grout was eliminated as a strategy, the negotiators
---- -------- ---- -- looked at whatattter--waste-fntms-miaht be apprnpriate and-favored glass. As. .far as high-. .---

level waste is concerned, there has been a lot of design work. The French, in particular,
have a design, with several operating plants, and they are proposing that this design may
apply at Hanford. Between now and mid 1994 USDOE will consider the applicability of
the French design for Hanford and make a go-no go decision.

Comment (Gerald Pollet): If the question is, "Why 10 years?" then the answer may be
11111^..._Dtte_than_afinanctal one. Construcnnn r.nuld begin for both p1ants at the

-same_ time,- He sitggested chatthe_realleason_was-fittastcial, with USDQE „nwilling to
cnmmit the. nrc.c^ aollal's>--It mdy- ^,P-t^t_ss[ble to 6hlnbt:_that ,ic_i^i .,.,.nnnow that there^s y that .

appears to be a regional consensus on vitrification for both high- and low-level waste,
and if all three agencies become advocates for this approach.
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Comment (Roger Stanley): Even with the French design, there might need to be

inodiftcations. 'Ffte- French believe their system could be on line and operational between

1999 and 2002, and they are willing to put up the money for it.

The meeting facilitator reminded citizens of the opportunity to turn in written comments

and asked participants to fill out the meeting evaluation forms. It was announced that

organizational spokespersons would have up to 7 minutes and individuals up to 3.

rurma^ ^.uuuuc:^w

Sharoit Bloome, President of Heartof America IVorthwest, said that the Agreement

should comply with all environmental laws and should not be used as a shield against

we;^ applicable state and federal environmental laws. The Agreement should preserve the

ritrhts of the tribes. She said that milestones are needed for deactivation of the Plutonium

Finishing Plant. An EIS should be prepared on the PFP; an Environmental Assessment

wouid not be adequate.

0-" Paige Knight, Hanford Watch, praised the negotiators and the heads of the three agencies

for-convening the Task Force: As u Task Force member, Oe said she fell that the

Ouhlic's comments were heard for the first time. The negotiators put in long hours and

much hard work. A true dialogue occurred on the Task Force for the first time, and the

groupreached eonsertstis ^anysssues. The evfflettCe th,^at we were h°ard are iile frlcts

that
^'-- -----°---- :_ a__a• Inc b'iuul tnu61i1ul lb ucAU,

• The Columbia River will be protected,

• The Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility will begin construction,

• Low-level waste vitrification is planned,

• Decontamination and decommissioning will be under the Agreement,

• Outfall pipes will be cleaned up;
. Cvrroinriwater anrl the K uasins will be addressed ,

• The budget process will include public participation,
0-A systems apprnarh will he in place; and

The d,hspute resolution process has been strengthened.

Specific areas in the Agreement that need to be improved are

• Enforceability language should be strengthened; it is not yet strong enough to make

USDOE obev state, federal and local environmental laws;

• Milestones are too vague;

+-Publii involvem2nt Should be built iritwo tiie contracting process;

rr
L d :IIH

n.
A3Ll.,

.o 0
-

: ,.n̂v l
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;
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,
-
;:
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^.,v, ^.o chrn

-
dd he created:

-------------- ----------^- - -
.4,bXY ..^ ... .,.,^..-^ap,----^ ^----' ------ -- -

• Public scrutiny is essential.

Portland, she said, would like to accelerate the milestones for tank safety. The chromium

and iodine in the 200 Area need to be cleaned up -- for today's and future generations.

Pnpe t4---------^• - -_- --



us. Knight again commended the negotiators and agency heads for the progress they had
made in improving the Agreement.

Lynne Stembria`ge; Hanford Education Action League, expressed her appreciation to the

three agencies for their listening to the public and for killing the grout program. HEAL

ccnsiders the draft A eement a ht^e im revement over its ^ra iorrccnr nn i urged the^ s P r. , b

parties to sign it and get going on the cleanup. She pointed out two pressing issues that
^ .y^ 1̂ f-.•] 1 .. ^ ^J. . ^]L^ . 1^ ..1. uC A T ..,..,,IA 176 n ,.. 'be aptlots !lL-13r14.SSL!11[C^llel^tobead^SeS^^d: tl^T! 5 q-{^litl.ll LLL.AI. would iinY to

= project for the decontalTlinatian and decommissioning program, and cleanup of the K
_ ^tasins, with enforct;abte milestones In assessing uie draft Agreement, she considered

thP followins-to be elusses: tank retrieval, pretreatment, the low-level waste form, delay

of ihe high-ievei vitriiication plant and the consttvction of the storage complex. Areas
needing improvement included acceleration of tank safety and tank farm upgrades, the

^ nup of groundwater.need for stronger-enforcemeit-language hnd-foraccelerating the clea

Rrrs,t Tewksbury thanked t_h e pa, Lies for continuing to host meetings in Portland, He

- -- ^t,------ - 5oa, and
__.._...._.... t be containment

' on and tox icrP^ri fl nt?hi'IP ffrP frTSiR of ra tau c- --- ={^tn: ... ... . ... :..:... , pnurny mus
substances and opposed dilution of the waste as a possible solution. He expressed less
optimism about public involvement and its influence and was concerned that there was

^..

r^'^
.

- _ , , .c_ \l/L..........IA ..
. .

toct^sttrhcoattnusey_vvjthp,st^ractr. r._n:.^ ^^„u.,.onvtnce h
i

m of a real change, he
said, would be protection of whistle blowers; a commitment not to produce plutonium

(referencing the "Isaiah Project"); getting rid of Westinghouse-Hanford Company as the

contractor and allowing smaller contractors to do muchof the work. Finally, he
cautioned thatthe pubiicinterestgroapsseemed to-be in-danger of-being-coopted irrthe
guise of being involved.

^o^nr,;engJim Bauer): The Isaiah Project is being proposed'by a private consortium; it

-_ is not il
rmn" _ 1

^_m nrllnnsAl.u.lu r___- -

,i!^lliam Collins was scn,ck by the impact that "stakeholder involvement" was said to
have had on the decision to stop the grout program and to delay the vitrification plant.

- He speculated that the real reason for the changes was that the contents of the tanks are

not known-and; without-k,iowing-what is in the tanl:s, it was not possible to design an
appropriate plant for the waste.

Gerald Pollet, Heart of America Northwest, thanked the agencies for initiating public

znvoiventent^7rior to-ttt^negotiations -utrd cotititiuirtg iiiis invciveiiicnt tiiroughout theit

process rather than the "announce and defend" model. He indicated his belief that the
.. .. . . . t...:. .tl:.. _ .......r:- -n

of
*6 °--°-°""` --""--'nf,`gY3tiaIfii^7C'^?kkyiL uvcn-"ui ^tuum-nlE2ttfigS and ar nlccuurn va ulc

Task ^'orce. ,He-also-aave credit to Gov. Lcw:; and Sec. ^'Leary for their fresh

a^^roach.^ TtiP p^ lwhP.. said , is a regional consensus for meaningful cleanup, withrr / . .... ....... .

movement toward 3 publicly supported priorities:
''- -•- •--- e A^ns^t^^dd^tattk }raks,^fe^^^ulea.-^̂ :t '̂ „1, andmonitonng equipment,

using known technologies to deal with problems
= Solidifyistg 90 /-O^o of the waste in glass rather than putting 20 million curies of

radiatiorr-into grout; -while-supportingthe-f997-miles-tone for low-level waste
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vitrification, he said milestones should also be in place to ensure that by 2002

USDOE has the right design for the high-level vitrification facility.

^--B€g:.^. =ng tests c€-greundwater r.^nta..:i.; t:^n, intercepting and cleaning up the

contamination.

!uh^t h^ '^ is missing from the draft Agreement are the following:
LL\, \. JatU, 1

• Tools to permit enforcement of the Agreement rather than permitting USDOE to use

_ 3j1eAgreement as a SnieiuagauISt env ironmencri .._iaw._s;

• Public participation apparently to be an unimportant add-on; for example, the Tank

:.'aste R^I,ediatiott System milestones have no guarantee for public involvement
- --- --- ' P.r.'rr milrcinnrc are crin......_.^ :.............^..^..

nnw ^..^__. __ ._..__.,.• Uauvc ouugcr ^^quo^ W remaintng a secret;
• A requirement that an EIS be required before the Plutonium Finishing Plant is

allowed to restart.

Becca Harnvell said that USDOE needs to be accountable and that the Plutonium

Finishing Plant and Columbia River need to be taken care of as soon as possible.

Employee safety is very important. Training is essential to make it safe and to ensure

------------thSt-no-one else dles-.- T'i2-diaft-Agreement is-a good step but the parties need to push to

accelemte the milestones.

Lynrc Porier expressed appreeiation for theprogress made and for listening. He said he

was concerned about tank safety issues, especially about the risk of explosion. He was

---- -- --- concerned that by 2001, the agencies would "declare a victory" and go home, without

fixing the problems. He urged the agencies to take the problems more seriously and to

do something about them. He asked the agencies to be more responsive to requests for

information from interested citizens.

Lynn Sims pointed out that at previous meetings and at this meeting, Oregonia:,s have

been saying they want an EIS to be prepared on running the Plutonium Finishing Plant

before startup would occur. She said she considers using cleanup dollars to run the plant

to be inconsistent. She also expressed concern that nuclear waste problems will be left

for future generations to deal with and urged that this generation do all it can to address

the waste.

Paul McAdams said he had been working to shut Hanford down since the early 1980's.

He said it would be good to hold congressional hearings or to have an international

commission investigate Hanford and what it going on there as well as the impacts the

contamina:on there has had on people.

CynthiaSarrhou,-Staff"Attorney for Heart of America, said she agreed with the points

that Paige Knight, Gerald Pollet and Lynne Stembridge had made. She said she was

bothered by the legal ramifications of aspects of the Agreement, especially about its

enforceability. She indicated that CERi:LArecords ofdecision withappropriatepublic

involvement could be functional equivalents to the National Environmental Policy Act.
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Janet Perfeld, Hanford Watch member, said that it was appropriate to expect the parties
--to-do whatthe-public wants beCause their salaries are paid with tax dollars. She urged
acceleration of tank safety milestones and also urged that there be advance warning when
major milestones will not be met, as occurred with the start of the high-level vitrification
plw riii_54aich i99-^. She sugg^sted tMatthe Hanford Reach should be labeled a
"dangerous radioactive area."

Matt Bur,tet, a student at Portland State, said he knew little about this issue when he first

,w.^.

rr-+
_.,.
c*,.

got interested. He said he felt that the government had let us down and that there had
been-a wholesale failure-to-do what was right .or the-people. -He said-he thought it was-a
shame that there had to be such specialized watchdogs because the information and the
lan_gu_age is-notaccessiblea He also-expressedshock at the fact that the information about
the contamination was kept quiet. The public is not ignorant, he said, it is scared. He
said-tha: ihey-love-th ' • ° ,• -°C l-ok8m[>i3 K3Vea, it is paTt of tucu iivw.

Ross Tewksbury clarified his earlier remarks about the Isaiah Project, saying that he
hoped the agencies would do what they could to keep Hanford out of it and use the
money to clean up the waste.

Paige Knight, Hanford Watch, responded to earlier comments about Task Force
members-beingin danger9fbeingcoopted by-the agencies. She said that she believed in
giving a pat on the back when someone has done something you want them to. She said
that she felt the beginnings of steps forward were being taken and that people and
agencies should be acknowledged when they make progress. She discouraged the
"enemy" mode of thinking. When praise is due, she said, praise should be given while at
the sametime retnaining Yigilasttand pushing-hard for change when it is needed.

There were no others who wanted to make fonnal comments. The meeting adjourned at
9:15 pm.
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HOOD RIVER

Date attdLocaaion: Wednesday, November 10, 1993, Hood River Valley High School
Welcome: Dirk Dunning, Oregon/Hanford Waste Board
Ne btiators:-rir^ Bauer U§DOE1',-Dou ' -Sherwood- csPA , RCtet`Stanle ^•'u-_,.• ..g ( (} g y lw^mngtbn

Dept. of Ecology)
Commentaries: Todd Martin (Hanford Education Action League), Ralph Patt (Oregon

Dept. of Water Resources), Greg de Bruler (Columbia River United), Cynthia
- - - - e.....{..... ,-u-- -f

^ ^^^-\omu,w kuc.uL Ui ntnciica/

Panelists for the Question and Answer Session: Jim Bauer, Dirk Dunning, Todd Martin,
i2alph Patt;Gt-,g tle D; ler, Cynthia Sa^,hou, Harry Harmon (Westinghouse Hanford

^ Company)
^^• Meeting Facilitator: Alinda Page
^-' Approximate Attendance: 40

ea-•,

^^ r, ..•°
-------- ---- ^.^^iuTicuwPy

_i.,.
5̂.,..

Ralph Patt: The Tri-Party negotiations represent a good faith effort toward cleanup and
a good effort toward public involvement. For the first time, he said he felt that the
USDOE is listeninA to the n„blic and that the public is having an impact on the
agreement. The most important change in the Agreement has been the abandonment of
grout in favor of glass. This was definitely something that came out of public input.
Also, U^^v^vE got the message thut'die waste coming to the River was no good and that a

--- -- -- - comtnit.ment to oroundwate_r-_remediatian and River clea.^llp is necessary. However, this
is just the start. The details still need to be worked out. We are going to have to fight a
battle to obtain the funds necessary for effective cleanup. A lot of other interests are
going to fight for their causes, and there's only so much money available. Public
involvement will continue to be necessary to fiQilt for this money.

GYeude_BCtaler, Althniioh the i7SDOE is-flnaily nnrning its dnnrsS to the public, it's up to
the public to make certain the doors stay open. I'm glad for the accomplishments to date;
I'mglad theAg_reemeut-is flnally changing and prngrPssing, However I still have
concerns. First, the milestones for addressing discharges of certain chemicals need to be
beefed up. The Agreement fails to set a comprehensive plan for setting accurate
milestones for clean-ing-uRthese discharges. Second, the Agreement should state
specifically that the goal is the elimination of discharge. Third, the Agreement should
state specifically that the K-basins will be cleaned up. Fourth, there needs to be a
stronger commitment to clean up contaminated groundwater. Two hundred square miles
or groutldwater areeontarttinated; a+e-tnustmake sureiFie contarninatioii does not snread
into the River. Finally, the public should be able to enforce the Agreement through
active public participation. The support of the public is necessary in order to continue
our efforts.
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Cynthia Sar•thou: Although the Agreement has come a long way, I have grave concerns

about its enforceability. A lot of the milestones for cleanup are ambiguous target dates.

There need to be more definite deadlines for cleanup activities so that the USDOE can be

held to these dates. The Agreement states that any commitments are based on the ability

to obtain funding. This is basically a convenient way for the USuvt to renege on

commitments. Finally, the Agreement mentions that a stabilization campaign is

necessary with regard to the Plutonium Finishing Plant, but a decision about running the

plant has not yet been made.

Todd Martin: He reaffirmed the need for more definite cleanup milestones. The fight

----has;ust-tiegAtti -hP said, and obtaining funds for cteanupwiil be a big issue over next four

years. If cleanup activities do not start producing measurable results soon, the money for

90£liRlS]SE;51-9tP.:n?nn rrmayiiiconnPqPF ._:_j

(lyrcfinn and An.cwer SesSion

Question: Will there be a stabilization campaign for running the Plutonium Finishing

Piant"r

Response: There may be a stabilization campaign, but prior to that, there has to be an
• -- --- . . . .

envtronmentalrev?ew, i-hepubitc must-bo i.nvolvEdbefDre getttno to that pnint

n:•sponse z%_yrathiaia.ahaul:She expressedconcern_that thenegotiators are agreeing to
•- • . . . . n , r . 'tnicnefnrean iinvironmentat review nas allowed tor a run of this plant.

Response: I don't think we have Agreement to do a particular activity here. We haven't

intemreted it that wav.

Re_mn,,se eg de Bst,:er): Two ^ionths ago the Hood .°.iver c^mmunity indicated that
------- r- --- ^- '

V

they Want an EiS: When we$aw astabilizatiatt-run irrthieAgft:ement. we thought you
were going to do j ust that. Were saving that the public wants an environmental impact
statement.

Question CNlort Smith): Are there any statements written in the Agreement to ensure

theydan'tmake aMeus ilke tl:e Pluiv^nium Finiching Plant again?

- ---- - -- -- ^ ^ . fi^t^ l 9 [ KF-]^^ef^blt hnui thea nlnnt willr^P.^R:,nse (fi^ph^'att; T^,ere ss^^t.^.^en: f,^tzt. ^__ - ^.:__ ::_ ^.^,^ .... go from
an operating phase to a low maintenance phase, which will put it in a position where it

can be maintained.

------------- ----- RESpOi132:-We-aYe ConCETnedaboui whaf'S g01ng-tGhappen W1Ei7-leaked tank waSic.

We're looking at ways to contain weak tanks and trying to determine if there will be

Question: How can we bring the money in to ensure there will be cleanup?
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Response (Jim Bauer): The USDOE has to ask for the money. The President asks

Congress, and Congress looks at the request, and so on down the line. I can't guarantee

we'll get all the necessary funds, but I can guarantee that we'll ask for it. Paragraphs 138

and 139 state that the regulators must be involved early on in the budget process in order

for them to see what work and what dollars are being asked for. If they disagree with the
request, their comments will be forwarded with the overall budget request so that those
concerns will be known. We'll also be meeting with the public during this budget

process, and we will be soliciting support from our congressional delegation.

Response: (Todd Martin): When Congress receives the request, they will ask about the
impo??ance of this activity. We know that Congress thinks it's important because they've

already given us lots of money. But Congress will want to know if the request will result
in progress, since it has not in the past. We have to show that it will.

Response: It's important that we keep on with this so that Washington, DC sees that we
have a good plan, a good technical base, and the support of the public. If we can
maintain that, and have an efficient monitoring and tracking system, we can keep the
money coming.

Response (Jim Bauer): We have received a lot of money in the past, and the first phase
-that-we've been- going through (the characterization phase) may not have shown a lot of
progress: But if-wecan -show that it`sworkirtg; and tha'rwe're streamlining the process

------ ---------- ---- with less-paperwork a.n-.d-moving-toward eleanup, hn^n,efy,ny rong;rss will respond.

Question (Caroline Spear): Since the money isn't guaranteed, how does the Agreement
express priorities by which cleanup will be accomplished? Do these priorities reflect the
values of the public?

Response (Jim Bauer): -The-public se.ts the prinrities.

Question (Caroline Spear): Then why isn't an EIS being done for the Plutonium
Finishing Plant?

Response (Jim Bauer): There is a Hanford Remedial Action EIS being done, but it takes
several years. The Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group was formed to help write
the priorities, so they are being addressed. This is reflected in the changes that have been
made in the Agreement.

Comment: The priorities should be stated explicitly in the Agreement so that when
funding dries up, we have a clear statement of what those priorities are.

Response (Cynthia Sarthou): The Agreement is a confusing document. I agree that it
would help-if it-stated the priorities-in-case funding becomes limited. The target
dates/milestones are sort of like priorities, but this is not apparent to the public. Tank
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b u t not--° °° ^
stated clearly enough in the Agreement.

niringthP past folir years, we've identified what the

priorities are. For example, instead of doing six investigations, each year on 78 sites,
.r__^...---- --- -- -------we ve-n83rOwed-ouFacti'ltties-down to what yo4dve-s3iL is imnnrtnnt

Question (James Whitley): Who is really in charge of cleanup?

Response (Jim Bauer): USDOE is responsible.

-Qt.estron: The oricritv should be on ea.^.hqu^..ke preparedness. Why has no priority been
_ n t^ rrarnnnn^rc7

^..._

Response (Harry Harmon, Westinghouse-Hanford Company): Cryogenics involves

_--freezing_the_ground-to form a ba_rrier that prevents liquids from going past the barrier.
1 • I '.J..:......

te s tAnotheTaj3proach^s to inject c^rmcretC-like maieria. into the groLLnd vvc lc uuul^ u,w,

progr5m at Hanford in the next year or two on both these techniques. One of the issues

with cryogenics is the thermal shock, or the impact of the cold on the waste tanks.

Re.cpons_a (Doug Sherwood): We also have other concerns about cryogenics. Hanford

has very dry soil. There needs to be a sufficient amount of moisture for cryogenics to

work. And if you add water, you'll move the soil contaminants. We need to understand

-_thts-proceSs-more.

Response (Greg de Bruler): This goes back to priorities: The USDOE is directing the

cleanup, but the public hopefully will run the process by stating its priorities. Site-

specifc-advisory -boards are being -set up at USDOE sites for more public input.

^ r•G^nw LUua(2 .•6.. nl\ nl.. 7G:n.i ^rn
..........., i) L .............. ......... ITIatGneltl.Ma:wtiu1. ,. ku.....w... ....

Response (Cynthia Sarthou): It was not classified as waste but as a special nuclear

material, which means that it could be used again in the future.

• _^
Ha s

. . .
Que,^bn (Kathy Cariso„):. ^vitrification actually been done? Is it going to involve
large masses of glass, or smaller, more easily handled pieces?

ResYonse(Haery Harmon): •riuif•lcatiun blas been aone successfuiiy in Europe. Tesang
has been done at Hanford with small amounts. it's a well-demonstrated technology. The

^ . "_"--- ------ high-level -waste will be-shipped to-a federal repositorv.- it has been planned in he

shipped in a steel canister ten feei taii by 22 feet wide, but it's-been suggested that a larger

(four to five times larger) canister be sent to the repository. It hasn't been determined yet
_how to handle the low-level waste, since we've iust recently changed our focus from

grout to glass. But the glass must be retrievable so it can be shipped or readily moved

about; repackaged; etc. That'slvhere we are r.gfit now.
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Q!testion;-Would it-be-little pehhles of glass, b.^:cks, or hat?

------ ------ Response (Harrty Has*tton): The high-level waste would be solidified i nto a large mass;
the low-level waste could be solidified in pebble-size chunks.

------------ --- ------ Response-(Todd-Martin): -isitrificatir,n hasbeen -tested only on a small sca!e; not on the
scaie of what we are proposing to do at Hanford.

n,.-.: Ixr.^,r.n ,•h,'^...<^s.s u.- th i s cteate-a lot-of contamtnated-wa C.. fe WAfPr?

= Resp;cnse (HarTry Harrnon): `vvater is released; but we can retrieve it, and we will treat it.

^- .°.esponse (Greg de Bruler): Glass is a liquid, and it can change shape. I'm glad that
^^, vitrification is delayed until 2009. That gives us time to find a better solution. The

vitrification plant is a $1.2 billion facility. Perhaps we should solicit bids from other
companies to help us look at other technologies.

Response (Cynthia Sarthou): Some delay is necessary because I want to know that it will
definitely work. in the meantime, money is being spent on other worthwhile things. If
we force them, they will take those years and show us that it will work. Then our money
will be better spent.

Question;_ What about makingthe peogle who made_themesspay for the c-.leanup?

Response (Jim Bauer): The contractors did what was required of them by the
government.

Response (Cynthia Sarthou): There are indemnity clauses in the contracts, which means
that USDOE pays for everything.

Response (Jim Bauer): The Secretary of Energy has formed a task force to look at the
way USDOE deals with contractors. Now there's a process to recover costs with

wae enrh oContractt)rs.Whe.n thesecflntractSwerernlde. nuclear-weapons production..... ........ ...... . ....... ..

high-,;sk aetivity that it was necessary to build in the indemnity clauses.

Formal Comments

--- ---- -- -- Unidennfied: It wou!d de!ihht me to see more women that are qualified to be on this-
_ ^--- ^-- •^

. , . . .L -
;-•, ,•------- T I--^-wiswnnT" D^.,;;.,;, accause : na.e more tC1tSt tn_wotTlCtLSabtltttes to handle: the.. cleanup.

--- ---= Danie[-Newh°rn, : Gv°:; technology has something unknown. There is no safe method
for cleanup. If we wait for the right technology, cleanup won't start for at least ten years,
because were always going to be waiting for a better alternative.
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--- ---- ---- --- Response (Cynthia Sarthou): But before, all this money was spent on vitrification, and it
was not effective. We just want the negotiators to answer our questions.

Unidentified: In order for the public to be involved, there must be a free flow of
information. This hasn't happened because the information is classified. The USDOE
should declassify informarion about Hanford. If the USDOE is truly committed to
involving the public, they should allow a free flow of information. Is there something

- ---- -- that-can be added to the Agreement about providing a better flow of information?

Response (Ralph Patt): Oregon has requested to Secretary O'Leary that the information

be declassi€ted: Another preblem is getting-hold of the data: The data has to be ve.^:fied

hefore it can be released, if it's incorrect, then there are problems. But we agree with

vOreQon believes it should be declassified.
' -

Response (Roger Stanley): Washington has no problem with it.

FYI
0'; RespErSe (Jim °uflu@rj.` The infot'tnfltlon has bee n flowing. "'ejust need to link up the

- ^- cot^lpttter§;^{£. ^^ery-little information iS-clflSsifZed-pres,entl-y: PaSt infnrmari^n will be
-decia.ri$iled-by{ileS°ccrP,iiuj, but tt iakeS ttme.

Unidentified: I would like to see something in writing about how the USDOE will

improve information tlow and how it will consider public comment. As an example,

everyone here is saying they want a full EIS before running the Plutonium Finishing

Plant, but USDOE is saying they're going to go ahead without one (applause).

Response (.iimisauer): A pubiic information pian is available to show how we are
involving the public. Also, there are reading rooms--the closest one is in Portland--

where there is information available. We have quarterly meetings throughout the area to
show what's happening with the Agreement. We have other special meetings as well.

We try to mail out all information in advance. But we can improve and try to do more.

Response (Ralph Patt): Secretary O'Leary said she would release past information. If it
is released, then we will know the exact amounts of what was,loaded into the River, and
when. (Applause)

Unidentified: The Department of Defense is holding back on declassification, not the
USDOE.

--- --- -- -- ---- Unidentifed: It all geu down to money: Who's-going topay for it? t4l1W AYP tt1PCP--^.. _......,.,,,
priorities going to_be set up2 When FIanford-is up-for money, xheyhave-totake it and use
it for what will do the most good. Congress gives less and less money now. We have to
start living within our means.

14oori piver: When are the states going to follow the lead of Idaho by
stopping the importation of waste until they learn how to take care of it themselves?
Whv are we nhlioated tn accent more waste at Hanford?
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Response (Jim Bauer): With regard to Bremerton, it was determined that the waste was

best put at Hanford. Changing these kinds of decisions would have to be done at the

federal level.

Response (Ralph Patt): Some waste is being moved to other places now. The

transportation of waste, and the associated safety issues, are a very high priority for us.

CyntAia de8rufer, White £enter: i1SDOE should-accept Washington's stronger language
..... .. .. ...... .^ fGreeability .. - .TheAgt'".,@me.n.t-ts 1• ust-Par .TP,^it^rlr if it rqn't be enforced. This is the-- - - --- - -- --- - - --- -3bout-e ^t

mostirrsportatttfactorin the Agreernent; and it -needsto be suengthened. Also, we need

to add.rPss the. cleanup of tank waste leakage, groundwater, and the K-basins. There

cz should be a commitment in the Agreement to accept the input of the advisory board. The
^.., °° , ^ You r"P^P + to thechanges in €ibieemen`t we tS^{'ia, ,...., public.

Kathv Carlson. Hood River: I'm worried thatthis AMement will always be changing,

that-we will-keep going-to-meetings;-and-we will ttever be sure ef-what's-going to be

done.

Response (Jim Bauer): If nothing changes, the Agreement will be reviewed every 5

years. But if technical impossibilities surface, they will have to be addressed. There will

probably be changes in the future. But other work will continue to be performed to meet

the milestones that are already in the Agreement. Work doesn't stop just because there

are changes to be made.

Unidentified (following up on a statement made earlier by another unidentified speaker):

Does funding actually come from the Department of Defense (DOD)?

Response(Jim Bauer); No; there-is confusion-b-ec:-use some-of-the-funding-ori-ginates
from defense authorization bills. Some funding from these bills goes to the DOD, and
some to USDOE.

Judy Nelson, Hood River: How much material could be vitrified?

rRCinrtiPCmPn^r ' .:G_a__at...
how

.
- - - -- - - Respottse: t^It .., I . ..... :.... ....,.,essarytcietermtrie wrratcould be -viui._^^cu and s afe

it would be. I can't tell you how much, in terms of mass, could be vitrified.

• •_-__-JudyNPIsDn.• Thewastc shnuld nnt he nut into small s i ze chunks, because then i t would

be transportable. It shouldn't be transportable. What about evaporation?

Response: We have done some evaporation.

Unidentified: Are there penalties in the Agreement for non-compliance?

--- ------ --- Re..Yonse: There are no explicit penalties, but there is a process for imposing a penalty if

so desired.

W....,,r•,,:..,.-Cg _ -_-- _ -
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Rr-sNanse (Cynthia Sarthou): The penalties that are allowed are not stiff enough; they
need to be stiff enough to hurt.
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